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Abstract:

The Forest Service proposes to designate snow trails and areas for public over-snow
vehicle (OSV) use on the Lassen National Forest. These designations would occur on
National Forest System roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on National Forest
System lands within the Lassen National Forest. The Forest Service would also identify
snow trails where grooming would occur within the Lassen National Forest.

This proposal addresses the need to provide a manageable, designated system of public
OSV trails and areas within the Lassen National Forest that is consistent with and achieves
the purposes of the Forest Service Travel Management Regulations at 36 CFR Part 212.
This action responds to general direction provided by the Forest Service’s Travel
Management Regulations at 36 CFR part 212, Subparts A and B, and Subpart C which
provides specific direction for public OSV travel on the national forests.

A second purpose of this project is to identify those designated National Forest System OSV
trails where grooming for OSV use would occur as required by the Settlement Agreement
between the Forest Service and Snowlands Network et al. Under the terms of the
Settlement Agreement, the Forest Service is required to complete the appropriate NEPA
analysis to identify snow trails for grooming on the Lassen National Forest.

Consistent with travel planning regulations at 36 CFR part 212 Subpart C, designated public
over-snow vehicle trails and areas would displayed on a publicly available over-snow vehicle
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use map (OSVUM). Public OSV use that is inconsistent with the OSVUM would be
prohibited under federal regulations at 36 CFR 261.14.

This draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) compares environmental effects of
implementing four alternatives, including (1) no action—continuation of current
management; (2) the proposed action, as modified; and two other action alternatives.

A Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) was published in the
Federal Register on January 12, 2015. We prepared this draft EIS using public comments
received during the scoping period, multiple interdisciplinary team discussions, coordination
with project stakeholders, literature review, and resource analyses.

We encourage your review of this document. It is important that reviewers provide their
comments at such times and in such a way that they are useful to the USDA Forest
Service’s preparation of the final EIS. Therefore, comments should be provided prior to the
close of the comment period and should clearly articulate the reviewer’s concerns and
contentions. Comments must be received within 45 days from the date of the Notice of
Availability in the Federal Register. Failing to submit timely and specific comments can affect
a reviewer’s ability to participate in subsequent administrative review or judicial review.
Comments received in response to this solicitation, including names and addresses of those
who comment, will be part of the public record for this proposed action. Comments
submitted anonymously will be accepted and considered; however, anonymous comments
will not provide the respondent with standing to participate in subsequent administrative
review or judicial review.

Once the final EIS is prepared, it and the associated draft decision document (Record of
Decision) are subject to the predecisional administrative review process (objection process)
pursuant to 36 CFR 218, subparts A and B. Objections will only be accepted from those who
have previously submitted specific written comments regarding this proposed project during
scoping or other designated opportunity for public comment in accordance with §218.5(a).
Issues raised in objections must be based on previously submitted, timely, specifically
written comments regarding this proposed project unless based on new information arising
after the designated comment opportunities.

Send Comments to: Chris O’Brien, on behalf of Dave Hays, Forest Supervisor, Lassen
National Forest, 2550 Riverside Drive, Susanville, CA 96130; 530-257-2151. Comments
may also be sent via facsimile to 530-252-6463. And, comments may be submitted on the
Lassen National Forest OSV Designation web page: http://data.ecosystem-
management.org/nepaweb/fs-usda-pop.php?project=45832

Date Comments Must Be Received By:
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Summary

Summary of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Proposed Action
The Forest Service proposes the following actions on the Lassen National Forest:

1. To designate 406 miles of National Forest System snow trails on National Forest System
lands within the Lassen National Forest for OSV use when snowfall depth is adequate for that
use to occur.

2. To designate 947,120 acres of National Forest System lands within the Lassen National
Forest as areas where cross-country OSV use is allowed when snowfall depth is adequate for
that use to occur.

3. To prohibit public OSV use on 29,130 acres of National Forest System land below 3,500 feet
in elevation on the Lassen National Forest.

4. To prohibit public OSV use in the 520-acre Black Mountain Research Natural Area.

To identify approximately 324 miles of designated public OSV trails that would be groomed
by the Forest Service on the Lassen National Forest for OSV use.

6. Togroom OSV trails consistent with historical grooming practices, when there are 12 inches
of uncompacted snow or more, and formally adopt California State Parks’ snow grooming
standards requiring a minimum of 12 inches of snow depth before grooming can occur.

7. To implement a forest-wide snow depth requirement for OSV use that would provide for
public safety and natural and cultural resource protection by allowing OSV use in designated
areas when there is a minimum of 12 inches of snow covering the landscape; and allow OSV
use on designated National Forest System snow trails when there is a minimum of 6 inches of
snow covering the trail.

8. To designate OSV crossings on the Pacific Crest Trail to be consistent with the crossings
identified for summer motorized use under the Subpart B designations.

Significant Issues

Internal and external scoping identified the following significant issues and these issues were used to
develop the action alternatives. The significant issues include the following:

Table S-1. List of significant issues

Issue Topic Cause and Effect

Quality Recreational OSV use and grooming for OSV use have the potential to impact the overall

Experience quality of the experience of recreationists seeking a more quiet, non-motorized
experience

Designating trails and areas for OSV use has the potential to change recreation
settings and opportunities by enhancing opportunities for motorized winter users
in some areas and limiting those opportunities in other areas.

Lassen National Forest
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Issue Topic Cause and Effect

Noise Designating trails and areas for OSV use and grooming trails for OSV use have
the potential to generate anthropogenic noise and have the potential to increase
noise levels in the short term above ambient levels. This has the potential to
adversely impact wildlife species that are sensitive to this sort of disturbance as
well as the experience of the recreational user who values solitude and quiet
recreational opportunities.

Air Quality Designating trails and areas for OSV use and grooming trails for OSV use have
the potential to generate exhaust and emit pollutants into the air. This potential
degradation of air quality can impact recreational users, wildlife, and sensitive
areas.

Water and Soil Resources Designating trails and areas for OSV use has the potential to result in ground
disturbance and snow compaction and this can directly, indirectly and/or
cumulatively adversely impact soil and water resources through soil compaction,
erosion, and displacement.

Alternatives Considered in Detall

The Lassen National Forest developed four alternatives: No Action, the Proposed Action, and two
additional action alternatives generated in response to the significant issues listed above. The four
alternatives considered in detail for this analysis are listed in table S-2. Complete details of the
alternatives, including project design criteria, are found in chapter 2 of this document.

Table S-2. Alternatives considered in detail

Alternative Description of Alternative

1 No-action alternative. There would be no change to the way the Forest Service currently
manages OSV use on the Lassen National Forest.

e 976,760 acres would be open to OSV use.
e 406 miles of snow trail would be open to OSV use.
e 12 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for OSV use on snow trails.
e 12 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for OSV use cross-country.
e 324 miles of snow trail would be groomed for OSV use.
e 18 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for snow trail grooming to
occur.
2 Proposed action as scoped, with modifications based on public concerns expressed in the
scoping process.
e 947,120 acres would be designated for OSV use.
e 406 miles of snow trail would be designated for OSV use.
e 6 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for OSV use on snow trails.
e 12 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for OSV use cross-country.
e 324 miles of designated snow trail would be groomed for OSV use.
e 12 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for snow trail grooming to
occur.
3 e 878,690 acres would be designated for OSV use.
e 406 miles of snow trail would be designated for OSV use.
e 6 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for OSV use on snow trails.
e 12 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for OSV use cross-country.
e 324 miles of designated snow trail would be groomed for OSV use.

e 18 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for snow trail grooming to
occur.
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Alternative Description of Alternative

4

e 966,270 acres would be designated for OSV use.
e 408 miles of snow trail would be designated for OSV use.

e No minimum snow depth for OSV use on snow trails as long as damage to the
underlying resource is avoided.

e 12 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for OSV use cross-country.
e 324 miles of designated snow trail would be groomed for OSV use.

e 12 inches would be the minimum uncompacted snow depth for snow trail grooming to
occur.

Summary of Environmental Impacts

The Forest Service analyzed the impacts of the alternatives on the following resource conditions:

Transportation and Engineering
Hydrology

Heritage Resources

Recreation

Terrestrial Wildlife

Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
Botanical Resources

Soils

Socioeconomic Conditions
Noise

Air Quality

The analyses of those impacts are summarized in table S-3 and detailed in Chapter 3 of this
document.
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Vi



Over-snow Vehicle Use Designation

Table S-3 Summary of environmental impacts

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Transportation
and Engineering

Safety: Public Safety
& Traffic

The current Lassen
National Forest Winter
Recreation Guide map
provides adequate
information to maintain a
reasonable level of public
safety and avoid traffic
conflicts

The over-snow vehicle
use map would provide
adequate information to
maintain a reasonable
level of public safety and
avoid traffic conflicts; this
would also improve
understanding of allowed
uses and prohibitions.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2

Cost: Affordability

Minor effects due to over-
snow vehicle use for
access roads to popular
parking and staging areas.

Minor effects due to over-
snow vehicle use for
access roads to popular
parking and staging areas.

Minor effects due to over-
snow vehicle use for
access roads to popular
parking and staging areas.

Minor effects due to over-
show vehicle use for
access roads to popular
parking and staging areas.

Transportation
Property: Effects to
Underlying NFS
Roads and Trails

18” (grooming) and 12”
(OSV use) snow depth
requirement provides
more than adequate
protection of underlying
roads.

12” (grooming) and 6”
(OSV use) snow depth
requirement provides
adequate protection of
underlying roads.

18” (grooming), 12”
(general OSV use) and 6”
(OSV use on underlying
routes) snow depth
requirements provide
adequate protection of
underlying roads.

12” (grooming, general
OSV use) and 6” snow
depth requirements and
no visible damage on
underlying routes provide
adequate protection of
underlying roads.

Hydrology Effects to Water Negligible effects on water | Negligible effects on water | Negligible effects on water | Negligible effects on water
Quality quality quality quality quality

Heritage Effects to Cultural No adverse effect No adverse effect No adverse effect No adverse effect
Resources

Recreation

Recreation Recreation Consistent Consistent Consistent — with Consistent — with

Settings and Opportunity enhanced opportunities enhanced opportunities

Opportunities Spectrum/Consistency for non-motorized for motorized recreation

with ROS class

recreation experiences

experiences

Opportunities for
Motorized Winter
Uses/Acres and

Percent Change

976,760 acres open to
OSV use

947,120 acres open to
OSV use, a 3 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.

878,690 acres open to
OSV use, a 10 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.

966,270 acres open to
OSV use, a 1 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.
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Summary

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Opportunities for Non-
motorized Winter
Uses/Acres and
Percent Change

173,260 acres closed to
OSV use/

148 miles of trail closed to
OSV use

202,900 acres closed to
OSV use, a 15 percent
increase from existing
conditions

271,330 acres closed to
OSV use, a 36 percent
increase from existing
conditions.

183,750 acres closed to
OSV use, a 5 percent
increase from existing
conditions.

OSV Designations/
Miles and Percent
Change

406 miles designated/ 324
miles groomed

406 miles designated /
324 miles groomed

No change from existing
conditions.

406 miles designated/
324 miles groomed

No change from existing
conditions.

406 miles designated/
324 miles groomed

No change from existing
conditions.

Conflicts between
motorized and non-
motorized winter
experiences

Noise

976,760 acres open to
OSV use and potentially
affected by noise/
173,260 acres closed to
OSV use and available for
quiet recreation

947,120 acres open to
OSV use and potentially
affected by noise/
202,900 acres closed to
OSV use and available for
quiet recreation

878,690 acres open to
OSV use and potentially
affected by noise/
271,330 acres closed to
OSV use and available for
quiet recreation

966,270 acres open to
OSV use and potentially
affected by noise/
183,750 acres closed to
OSV use and available for
quiet recreation

Access to Desired
Motorized and Non-
Motorized Recreation
Settings and
Opportunities

Six plowed trailheads
provide access for
motorized and non-
motorized winter use,
including 324 miles of
groomed OSV trails for
motorized use and six
non-motorized trails with a
total of 148 miles for non-
motorized use.

12-18 inches of snow
required for OSV trail
grooming

Six plowed trailheads
provide access for
motorized and non-
motorized winter use,
including 324 miles of
groomed OSV trails for
motorized use and six
non-motorized trails with a
total of 148 miles for non-
motorized use.

12 inches of snow
required for OSV trail
grooming and cross-
country travel.

6 inches for OSV use on
trails with underlying
roads and trails.

Six plowed trailheads
provide access for
motorized and non-
motorized winter use,
including 324 miles of
groomed OSV trails for
motorized use and six
non-motorized trails with a
total of 148 miles for non-
motorized use.

18 inches of snow
required for OSV trail
grooming.

12 inches of snow
required for cross-country
travel.

6 inches on a limited basis
for OSV use on specific
trails with underlying
roads and trails,

Six plowed trailheads
provide access for
motorized and non-
motorized winter use,
including 324 miles of
groomed OSV trails for
motorized use and six
non-motorized trails with a
total of 148 miles for non-
motorized use.

12 inches of snow
required for OSV trail
grooming.

12 inches of snow
required for cross-country
travel.

12 inches with exceptions
on OSV trails with
underlying roads and trails
with less than 12 inches to
reach higher terrain and
legal snow depths as long
as no resource damage.

Lassen National Forest
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Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Conflicts between
motorized and non-
motorized winter
experiences
(continued)

Potential Conflict with
other Resource
Values

Groomed OSV trails in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Caribou extension
proposed Wilderness, Mill
Creek Proposed
Wilderness and Thousand
Lakes Wilderness
boundaries, and to the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.
No known conflicts with
tribal/spiritual areas,
historic areas or populated
areas.

Groomed OSV trails in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Caribou extension
proposed Wilderness, Mill
Creek Proposed
Wilderness and Thousand
Lakes Wilderness
boundaries, and to the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.
No known conflicts with
tribal/spiritual areas,
historic areas or populated
areas.

Groomed OSV trails in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Caribou extension
proposed Wilderness, Mill
Creek Proposed
Wilderness and Thousand
Lakes Wilderness
boundaries, and to the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.
No known conflicts with
tribal/spiritual areas,
historic areas or populated
areas.

Groomed OSV trails in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Caribou extension
proposed Wilderness, Mill
Creek Proposed
Wilderness and Thousand
Lakes Wilderness
boundaries, and to the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.
No known conflicts with
tribal/spiritual areas,
historic areas or populated
areas.

Public Safety

Non-motorized and
motorized users share
trailheads for access.

Non-motorized and
motorized users share
trailheads for access.

Non-motorized and
motorized users share
trailheads for access.
Additional areas provided
for non-motorized use that
is separated from
motorized use

Non-motorized and
motorized users share
trailheads for access. One
additional area provided
for non-motorized use that
is separated from
motorized use will
enhance safety for non-
motorized users.

Lassen National Forest
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Summary

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Designated Areas

Proximity and
Frequency of OSV
Designations in
Relation to
Designated Areas

Groomed OSV trails within
Y4 mile of Wilderness and
proposed Wilderness
boundaries.

Groomed OSYV trails cross
PCT in 3 locations, PCT
crossings in open areas
not designated.

Groomed OSV trails within
Y4 mile of Wilderness and
proposed Wilderness
boundaries.

Groomed OSV trails cross
PCT in 3 locations,
designated PCT crossings
consistent with the PCT
Comprehensive Plan and
project design features

Groomed OSV trails within
Y4 mile of Wilderness and
proposed Wilderness
boundaries.

Designation of the
McGowan Frontcountry
non-motorized area
minimizes motorized
impact on the Heart Lake
and Wild Cattle Mountains
Proposed Wilderness
Areas.

Designation of the Butte
Lake Backcountry
Solitude Area minimizes
motorized impact on the
Caribou Wilderness and
Caribou extension
proposed wilderness and
Lassen Volcanic National
Park.

Groomed OSV trails cross
PCT in 3 locations,
designated PCT crossings
consistent with the PCT
Comprehensive Plan and
project design features.

Groomed OSV trails within
Y4 mile of Wilderness and
proposed Wilderness
boundaries.

Designation of the
McGowan Frontcountry
non-motorized area with
OSVs restricted to one
designated trail minimizes
motorized impact on the
Heart Lake and Wild
Cattle Mountains
Proposed Wilderness
Areas.

Groomed OSV trails cross
PCT in 3 locations,
designated PCT crossings
consistent with the PCT
Comprehensive Plan and
project design features.
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Impacts Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Terrestrial
Wildlife
Threatened, Northern Spotted Owl | May affect, but is not likely | May affect, but is not likely | May affect, but is not likely | May affect, but is not likely

Endangered, and
Proposed Species,
and Critical Habitat

to adversely affect

to adversely affect

to adversely affect

to adversely affect

Northern Spotted Owl
Critical Habitat

No Effect

No Effect

No Effect

No Effect

Pacific Fisher

May affect individuals, but
will not jeopardize

May affect individuals, but
will not jeopardize

May affect individuals, but
will not jeopardize

May affect individuals, but
will not jeopardize

Gray Wolf May affect, but is not likely | May affect, but is not likely | May affect, but is not likely | May affect, but is not likely
to adversely affect to adversely affect to adversely affect to adversely affect

Valley Elderberry No effect No effect No effect No effect

Longhorn Beetle

Western Yellow-billed | No effect No effect No effect No effect

Cuckoo

Western Yellow-billed | No effect No effect No effect No effect

Cuckoo Critical
Habitat

Sensitive Species

Pacific Marten

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

California Spotted Owl

Would impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a trend toward federal
listing or a loss of viability

Would impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a trend toward federal
listing or a loss of viability

Would impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a trend toward federal
listing or a loss of viability

Would impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a trend toward federal
listing or a loss of viability

Northern Goshawk

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

Sierra Nevada Red
Fox

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing
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Summary

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Sensitive Species
(continued)

North American
Wolverine

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

Fringed Myotis

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

Pallid Bat

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

Townsend’s Big-eared
Bat

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

Bald Eagle May impact individuals, May impact individuals, May impact individuals, May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to | but are not likely to lead to | but are not likely to lead to | but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a a loss of viability or a a loss of viability or a a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing | trend toward federal listing | trend toward federal listing | trend toward federal listing

Great Gray Owl May impact individuals, May impact individuals, May impact individuals, May impact individuals,

but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

Willow Flycatcher No impact No impact No impact No impact
Greater Sandhill No impact No impact No impact No impact
Crane

Yellow Rail No impact No impact No impact No impact

Western Pond Turtle

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

May impact individuals,
but are not likely to lead to
a loss of viability or a
trend toward federal listing

Shasta Hesperian No impact No impact No impact No impact
Snail
Western Bumble Bee | No impact No impact No impact No impact

Lassen National Forest
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Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Subnivean
Species: Shrews,
Vole, Deer Mouse

Percentage of habitat
affected and
percentage of habitat
within high and
moderate OSV use
categories

98/31

98/31

90/24

98/30

Management
Indicator Species

Mule Deer

Minimal change in mule
deer populations, trends,
or the montane
hardwood/conifer habitat
associated with mule deer

Minimal change in mule
deer populations, trends,
or the montane
hardwood/conifer habitat
associated with mule deer

Minimal change in mule
deer populations, trends,
or the montane
hardwood/conifer habitat
associated with mule deer

Minimal change in mule
deer populations, trends,
or the montane
hardwood/conifer habitat
associated with mule deer

Mountain Quail

Minimal expected change
in trends for mountain
quail or the early seral and
mid-seral conifer habitat

Minimal expected change
in trends for mountain
quail or the early seral and
mid-seral conifer habitat

Minimal expected change
in trends for mountain
quail or the early seral and
mid-seral conifer habitat

Minimal expected change
in trends for mountain
quail or the early seral and
mid-seral conifer habitat

Sooty (Blue) Grouse

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for sooty
grouse, nor to the late-
seral open canopy
ecosystem component
with which they are
associated

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for sooty
grouse, nor to the late-
seral open canopy
ecosystem component
with which they are
associated

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for sooty
grouse, nor to the late-
seral open canopy
ecosystem component
with which they are
associated

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for sooty
grouse, nor to the late-
seral open canopy
ecosystem component
with which they are
associated

Late Seral Closed
Canopy Coniferous
Forest (California
spotted owl, Pacific
marten, northern flying
squirrel)

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for
California spotted owls,
Pacific marten, or northern
flying squirrels, nor to the
late-seral closed canopy
habitat component with
which they are associated

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for
California spotted owls,
Pacific marten, or northern
flying squirrels, nor to the
late-seral closed canopy
habitat component with
which they are associated

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for
California spotted owls,
Pacific marten, or northern
flying squirrels, nor to the
late-seral closed canopy
habitat component with
which they are associated

Minimal expected change
in populations or
population trends for
California spotted owls,
Pacific marten, or northern
flying squirrels, nor to the
late-seral closed canopy
habitat component with
which they are associated

Migratory
Landbirds

Minimal impacts to
individual migratory birds
and would not adversely
affect migratory landbird
conservation.

Minimal impacts to
individual migratory birds
and would not adversely
affect migratory landbird
conservation.

Minimal impacts to
individual migratory birds
and would not adversely
affect migratory landbird
conservation.

Minimal impacts to
individual migratory birds
and would not adversely
affect migratory landbird
conservation.
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Summary

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Fisheries and
Aquatic Resources

Central Valley spring-
run Chinook and
Central Valley
steelhead

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

Sierra Nevada Yellow
Legged Frog

May affect, likely to
adversely affect

May affect, likely to
adversely affect

May affect, likely to
adversely affect

May affect, likely to
adversely affect

Cascades Frog

May affect individuals, but

May affect individuals, but

May affect individuals, but

May affect individuals, but

(Sensitive) is not likely to result in a is not likely to result in a is not likely to result in a is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal trend toward Federal trend toward Federal trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in | listing or loss of viability in | listing or loss of viability in | listing or loss of viability in
the planning area the planning area the planning area the planning area

Black Juga May affect individuals, but | May affect individuals, but | May affect individuals, but | May affect individuals, but

is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

Botany

Orcuttia tenuis No effect No effect No effect No effect
Orcuttia tenuis Critical | No effect No effect No effect No effect
Habitat

Tuctoria greenei No effect No effect No effect No effect
Tuctoria greenei No effect No effect No effect No effect

Critical Habitat

Sensitive Species

May affect individuals, but
is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

May affect individuals, but
is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

May affect individuals, but
is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

May affect individuals, but
is not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability in
the planning area

Survey and Manage
Species

No negative effects

No negative effects

No negative effects

No negative effects
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Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Soils

Soil Productivity and
Soil Stability: OSV
acres open to cross-
country travel on
sensitive soils
(including wet
meadows, areas with
potential low stability,
and areas with
potential erosion
hazards).

There would be no
change in acreage of area
currently open to cross-
country OSV travel on
sensitive soils.
Approximately 87,292
acres with mapped
sensitive soil types are
open to cross-country
travel.

Approximately 87,292
acres of sensitive soils
would be open to cross-
country OSV travel within
the Forest. This is no
different from the no-
action alternative, and
these two alternatives
have the greatest acreage
of sensitive soils open to
OSV cross-country travel.

Approximately 73,622
acres of sensitive soils will
be open to cross-country
OSV travel. Under this
alternative, the least
amount of sensitive soils
will be open to OSV cross-
country travel.

Approximately 84,529
acres of sensitive soils will
be open to cross-country
OSV travel. Under this
alternative, there would be
less sensitive soils open
to cross-country OSV
travel than the proposed
action, but slightly more
than under alternative 3.

Soil Stability:
Minimum snow depths
on trails (inches)

Minimum snow depth is
12 inches of unpacked
snow prior to any OSV
travel over existing roads
and trails. This minimum
snow depth has been
observed to be sufficient
to prevent contact of
OSVs with the bare soil
surface.

Minimum snow depth is 6
inches of unpacked snow
prior to any OSV travel
over existing roads and
trails. This minimum snow
depth may potentially
create conditions in which
the road surface is
exposed to OSVs and
there is potential for some
soil erosion or rutting of
the road surface.
Monitoring of this snow
depth is recommended to
further evaluate the
potential effects to soils.

Minimum snow depth is 6
inches of unpacked snow
prior to any OSV travel
over existing roads and
trails. This minimum snow
depth may potentially
create conditions in which
the road surface is
exposed to OSVs and
there is potential for some
soil erosion or rutting of
the road surface.
Monitoring of this snow
depth is recommended to
further evaluate the
potential effects to soils.

Minimum snow depth is 6
inches of unpacked snow
prior to any OSV travel
over existing roads and
trails. This minimum snow
depth may potentially
create conditions in which
the road surface is
exposed to OSVs and
there is potential for some
soil erosion or rutting of
the road surface.
Monitoring of this snow
depth is recommended to
further evaluate the
potential effects to soils.

Soil Productivity:
Minimum snow depths
for cross-country
travel (inches)

Minimum snow depth for
cross-country OSV travel
is currently 12 inches of
unpacked snow. Potential
effects to the soil are
unlikely to occur with at
least 12 inches of snow
covering the soil surface.

Minimum snow depth of
12 inches of unpacked
snow for cross-country
OSV travel would not
change. Potential effects
to the soil are unlikely to
occur with at least 12
inches of snow covering
the soil surface.

Minimum snow depth of
12 inches of unpacked
snow for cross-country
OSV travel would not
change. Potential effects
to the soil are unlikely to
occur with at least 12
inches of snow covering
the soil surface.

Minimum snow depth of
12 inches of unpacked
snow for cross-country
OSV travel would not
change. Potential effects
to the soil are unlikely to
occur with at least 12
inches of snow covering
the soil surface.
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Summary

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Soils (continued)

Soil Productivity: Total
acres open to OSV
use

Approximately 976,760
acres of the Forest are
open to OSV use. Under
the no-action alternative,
the most acreage is open
to OSV use; therefore, the
most potential for soil
damage exists under this
alternative.

Approximately 947,120
acres of the Forest would
be open to OSV use. This
is less area open to OSV
use compared to the no-
action alternative, but it is
the greatest amount of
acres open to OSV use
when compared to the
other action alternatives.
The proposed action has
the potential for the most
impacts to the soll
resource when compared
with alternatives 3 and 4.

Approximately 876,690
acres of the Forest would
be open to OSV use,
which is the least amount
of land open to OSV use
out of all four alternatives.

Approximately 879,690
acres of the Forest would
be open to OSV use,
which is a greater area
than under alternative 3,
but less area than the no-
action and proposed
action alternatives.

Socioeconomics

Economic activity:
Employment, income,
tax revenue

No change due to
management; increased
visitor use over time would
increase number of jobs,
labor income, and tax
revenue

No change due to
management; increased
visitor use over time would
increase number of jobs,
labor income, and tax
revenue

No change due to
management; increased
visitor use over time would
increase number of jobs,
labor income, and tax
revenue

No change due to
management; increased
visitor use over time would
increase number of jobs,
labor income, and tax
revenue

Quiality of life:
Recreation visitation

No change due to
management; visitor use
expected to increase over
time

No change due to
management; visitor use
expected to increase over
time

No change due to
management; visitor use
expected to increase over
time

No change due to
management; visitor use
expected to increase over
time

Quality of life: Values,
beliefs, and attitudes

No net change in quality
of life relative to current
conditions; user conflict
may increase due to
population growth and
increased visitor use

15% increase in acres
closed to OSV use would
benefit quality of life of
non-motorized winter
recreation users; potential
for continued user conflict
due to trails in proximity to
wilderness, national park,
and shared trailheads

36% increase in acres
closed to OSV use would
benefit quality of life of
non-motorized winter
recreation users; potential
for continued user conflict
due to trails in proximity to
wilderness, national park,
and shared trailheads

No net change in quality
of life relative to current
conditions; user conflict
may increase due to
population growth and
increased visitor use
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Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Socioeconomics

Environmental

No change due to

Minor change due to

Minor change due to

No change due to

(continued) Justice: Low-income management; climate prohibition on OSV use prohibition on OSV use management; climate
and minority change may increase below 3,500 feet in below 3,500 feet in change may increase
populations distances winter elevation; climate change | elevation; climate change | distances winter

recreation users must may increase distances may increase distances recreation users must
travel for adequate snow winter recreation users winter recreation users travel for adequate snow
depth must travel for adequate must travel for adequate depth

snow depth snow depth

Noise Opportunities for 976,760 acres open to 947,120 acres open to 878,690 acres open to 966,270 acres open to
motorized winter OSV use and potentially OSV use and potentially OSV use and potentially OSV use and potentially
uses/Acres affected by noise/173,260 | affected by noise/202,900 | affected by noise/271,330 | affected by noise/183,750

acres closed to OSV use acres closed to OSV use acres closed to OSV use acres closed to OSV use
and available for quiet and available for quiet and available for quiet and available for quiet
recreation recreation recreation recreation
OSV designations / 406 miles designated /324 | 406 miles designated /324 | 406 miles designated /324 | 406 miles designated /324
Miles miles groomed miles groomed miles groomed miles groomed
No change from existing No change from existing No change from existing
conditions. conditions. conditions.
Air Quality Estimate of change 976,760 acres open to 947,120 acres open to 878,690 acres open to 966,270 acres open to

(increase/decrease) in
emissions and the
potential to create
adverse impacts to air
quality/ Miles of trail
open to OSV visitor
use

OSV use.

No known violations of the
CAA as a result of OSV
use under the existing
condition.

OSV use, a 3 percent
reduction from existing
conditions. .

No violations of the CAA
are anticipated.

OSV use, a 10 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.

No violations of the CAA
are anticipated.

OSV use, a 1 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.

No violations of the CAA
are anticipated.

Estimate of change
(increase/decrease) in
emissions and the
potential to create
adverse impacts to air
quality. Acres open to
OSV visitor use

406 miles designated for
OSV use.

No known violations of the
CAA as a result of OSV
use under the existing
condition.

406 miles designated for
OSV use. No change from
existing conditions.

No violations of the CAA
are anticipated.

406 miles designated for
OSV use.

No change from existing
conditions.

No violations of the CAA
are anticipated.

406 miles designated for
OSV use.

No change from existing
conditions.

No violations of the CAA
are anticipated.
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Summary

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Air quality
(continued)

Potential effects of
OSV emissions to
create adverse
impacts to air quality/
Shifts in OSV use in
relation to sensitive
areas (Class 1 and Il
areas).

Groomed OSV trails are in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Thousand Lakes
Wilderness, and the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.

No known violations of the
CAA or impact to Class 1
areas as a result of OSV
use under the existing
condition.

Groomed OSV trails are in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Thousand Lakes
Wilderness, and the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.

No violations of the CAA
or impact to Class 1 areas
are anticipated under this
alternative.

Groomed OSV trails are in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Thousand Lakes
Wilderness, and the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.

Designation of Butte Lake
Backcountry Solitude area
minimizes OSV impacts
and reduces emissions
near Caribou wilderness
and Lassen Volcanic
National Park.

No violations of the CAA
or impact to Class 1 areas
are anticipated under this
alternative.

Groomed OSV trails are in
close proximity to the
Caribou Wilderness,
Thousand Lakes
Wilderness and the
boundary of Lassen
Volcanic National Park.

No violations of the CAA
are anticipated or impacts
to Class 1 areas.

Lassen National Forest

XIX




Over-snow Vehicle Use Designation

This page intentionally left blank

Lassen National Forest
XX



Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Contents
Contents

Summary of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ............ccooviiiiiiieieee e %
PrOPOSEA ACLION ...ttt b bbb ettt b b e n e %
SIGNITICANT ISSUES ..vvevtiieciie ettt st et ae s et e et e e st e s be e st e sbeeteesbesbeereetesneeneenre e v
Alternatives Considered iN Detail ..........coooviiiiiiiiniieee s Vi
Summary of EnVIronmental IMPACES...........ooveiiiiiiiieiese e vii
Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need fOr ACHION .........coviiiiiiicc e e 1
DOCUMENT SEIUCTUIE ...ttt bbbttt ettt e bbbt be et et e nee b enes 1
Types of Routes and Other DEFiNITIONS...........coviiiiiiiiieieeee e 1
BACKGIOUN ...ttt b s 2
U o To TSI T o NN =TT S S 6
PrOPOSEA ACLION ...ttt ettt b bbb ettt b b e n e 7
DECISION FIAMEBWOIK ... .eviieieie ettt a et e s teete e tesaeereenteaneeaesteeneeneennen 7
PUBTIC INVOIVEMENT ...t ettt ettt b et enes 8
LSS UBS ... etttk etttk b h et E e Rt R e e R R e ARt e R e e eRe e eRe e eR Rt e ARt oA Rt e be e R e e b b e enreenreere e e 8
Chapter 2. AIEINALIVES.........oiiiiiiiiee bbbttt be b b n e 13
[T oo [0o{ o]  H OSSOSO 13
How Alternatives Were DEVEIOPE ........c.ocveiiiiiiie ettt ste e e et ste e sre s 13
Alternatives Considered iN DLl ..........ccovveriiiie e 13
PrOJECt DESIGN FRAIUIES .....eiuieieeiciieii sttt bbbttt b b 31
Vo] 0T o] T4 o PSSP 32
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed ANalysiS .........c.covieiiiiniiniinininineneieas 33
Comparison OF AIEIMALIVES .........ooiiiiiiiiee e 42
Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental CONSEQUENCES .......cc.ccvevevieeiierieseeniesieeieesrenns 55
[T oo [0o1 o]  H OSSOSO 55
Transportation and ENGINEEIING .......couiirerieiiieinisie sttt ettt n e e 56
(Y0 0] (o]0 YT TP ST S U PP PP PPN 65
Heritage (CUMTUIal RESOUICES) .....cuiiieiiitiiie ettt sttt sttt st te et sbeess e besae e e e steansesaesteentesre s 97
=T o (- 1[0 o ISR 115
TerreStrial WIlAIITE.......ccv oottt e st neeens 151
Fisheries and AQUALIC RESOUICES .......cocvciiiiiieiieiiecie et s et re et be e sbesteebesreeteesbesaeeneesre e 279
0] 7 OSSR 303

ST ] SRS S R PSTPPSIN 352
Yoo [0LTTo] 0] 0 1 ox: TSRS S PSP 366
OISR ..ttt ettt ettt sttt sttt s st e bt e bbb e et et e R e Rt e Rt Rt Rt R e R e R et et e Rt e Rt e R e R e e Ee R ae et e e e ens 382
AT QUAITEY bbbt bbbttt bbb e 398
Chapter 4. List of Preparers and CONtrDULOrS ..o 425
LISt OF PIEPAIETS ...ttt ettt et e e e st e e ts e besbe et e s beeneesbeeteenbesreenseteans 425
Interdisciplinary Team CONSUITANTS ..........ccveiiiiiiiiieie s 426
Individuals, Groups and Agencies CONSUITEM ...........cooiiiriiiiiiii s 427

L E =T =) T =P 431
F AN GO TN ST 431
BOTANY . et 432
Fisheries and AQUALIC RESOUITES .......covieiiiiieiieieee sttt st ee e e sneeneenee e 435
Heritage (CUlTUral RESOUITES) ... .cuiiieiiiteeie sttt ettt ettt sttt e seeete e e sneeneenee e 438
HYAIOIOGY ...ttt bbbttt bt 440
N0 S SR 442
=03 (<=1 o] o ISP 442
Yo Tod o= olo] o] o T[S SSRSSN 443

Lassen National Forest
XXi



Over-Snow Vehicle Use Designation

ST TP PP O RS PRTRPRTPRIN 444
TerreStrial WILAIITE.......cc.v it sttt seeens 445
TranspPOrtationN/ENGINEEIING........ciiiiiiieeei ettt 463
F o] £0] )] 1 1SS RR 465
L€ [0 YT 467
10T 1= SRS 469
N o] 1= o Lol SRRSO 471
Appendix A. Scoping CommENt CateUOIIES.......ccviieiieieieeieie e sre e se et sre et sreans 473
Appendix B. Forest Plan Direction and 36 CFR §212.55...........cccooviiiiiiiiieeee e 475
Appendix C: How Cumulative Impacts were CONSIAEIEd ...........cccveirerereieiieiserese e 479
Appendix D: Water Quality Best Management PraCtiCes.........ccccvvvvvveieneiiese e s 486
List of Tables
Table S-1. LiSt OF SIGNITICANT ISSUES ......eoviriitiiieieieiee et %
Table S-2. Alternatives considered in detail...........cocerieiiniii e Vi
Table 2. Road and trail terminology - definitions ..o 2
Table 3. Summary comparing current OSV management with the proposed action for the
management of OSV use on the Lassen National FOrest ..........cccooveiviiiienniincie e 15
Table 4. Summary comparing current groomed OSV trails with proposed action for the grooming of
OSV trails on the Lassen National FOIESE .........ccvviveiiiiiieieiiee e 15
Table 5. Comparison of miles of groomed trail under current management and proposed action
LCLLTT L) TSRS RS 16
Table 6. Summary of grooming operations on the Lassen National FOrest ...........ccccccoevvvviviiviiiennee. 17
Table 7. Areas where OSV use would be prohibited by the proposed action (acres*) ..........c.ccoceevenes 18
Table 8. NFS trails where OSV use would be prohibited by the Proposed Action (miles on the Lassen
N E Lo g I T =T RS RR 19
Table 9. Summary comparing current OSV management with the modified proposed action and
alternative 3 for the management of OSV use on the Lassen National Forest..........c...ccccvevvenee. 23
Table 10. Summary comparing current groomed OSV trails with the modified proposed action and
alternative 3 for the grooming of OSV trails on the Lassen National Forest...........c.c.ccocvevvennee. 24
Table 11. Summary comparing current management with areas where OSV use would be prohibited
under the modified proposed action and alternative 3 (aCres) ........ccveveveeveseeviesieeiee e, 24

Table 12. Summary comparing current management with NFS trails where OSV use would be
prohibited under the modified proposed action and alternative 3 (miles on the Lassen National

0] 1= ) TSROSO 25
Table 13. Summary comparing current OSV management with the proposed action and alternative 4
for the management of OSV use on the Lassen National FOrest............ccoccvvvvivevenieneineciennnnnns 28
Table 14. Summary comparing current groomed OSV trails with the modified proposed action and
alternative 4 for the grooming of OSV trails on the Lassen National Forest...........c.cccccevevenenn. 28
Table 15. Summary comparing current management with areas where OSV use would be prohibited
under the modified proposed action and alternative 4 (aCres) .........ccoceveverereisieniinene e 29

Table 16. Summary comparing current management with NFS trails where OSV use would be
prohibited under the modified proposed action and alternative 4 (miles on the Lassen National

FOTESE) .ttt b bbbt b e b b n s 29
Table 17. Summary comparison Of AltErNATIVES ..o 42
Table 18. Summary of comparison of alternatives by environmental effects (ranking alternatives

averaged across iNdicators) (ChAPLET 3) .....oviviiiiiiierieee e 43
Table 19. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and Measures ...........cccoevvvvevesvereeseenne 58
Table 20. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and measures for alternative 1............ 60
Table 21. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and measures for alternative 2............ 60

Lassen National Forest
XXii



Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Contents
Table 22. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and measures for alternative 2
CUMUIALIVE BFFECES. ...ee ettt sttt sreeneesbesneeneenee e 61
Table 23. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and measures for alternative 3............ 62
Table 24. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and measures for alternative 3
CUMUIALIVE BFFECTS. ... vttt ettt bbb 62
Table 25. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and measures for alternative 4............ 63
Table 26. Transportation and engineering resource indicators and measures for alternative 4
CUMUIAEIVE BFFECTS.....eeviitieticiese bbbttt bbb 63
Table 27. Summary comparison of environmental effects to transportation and engineering resources
...................................................................................................................................................... 64
Table 28. Lassen National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (1992).........c.cccocvvivevnnee. 67
Table 30. Major waterbodies accessiDIe DY OSVS ... 76
Table 31. Hydrologic characteristics of the OSV analysis area in Lassen National Forest ................. 78
Table 32. AIErNAtiVe COMPAIISONS.......cviiiiieiieieeieste e ete e te et e s be e e st e s teebesbeese e tesaeessesreaneesreeres 79
Table 33. Hydrologic resource indicators and measures for alternative 1, no action............c.ccccveve.ee. 80
Table 34. Hydrologic resource indicators, alternative 2............ccooeieiriniieiene e 83
Table 35. Hydrologic resource indicators, alternative 3...........ccocvveiiiiiie e 86
Table 36. Hydrologic resource indicators, alternative 4..........c.cccvvveviieiie s 88
Table 37. Riparian conservation areas adjacent to aquatic features as designated by the Sierra Nevada
Forest Plan Amendment Record of Decision (SNFPROD 2004)..........cccourereiiinieiinesesieneneenns 91
Table 38. Beneficial uses of water in the Lassen National FOrest ..........ccoccovvvininenniiininiesenenenieens 93
Table 39. Impaired waterbodies on or adjacent to the Lassen National FOrest’.............coovveveeurnnnnn. 94
Table 40. State water quality standards that are relevant to motorized routes.........c.cccoeevvevervsveriesennne 95
Table 41. Comparison of environmental consequences to cultural resources by alternative............. 110
Table 42. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects........cccocvvvvviiiiciicve e 122
Table 43. Lassen National Forest recreation opportunity SPectrum Classes............ccoovevvrerereneriennas 125
Table 44. Overview of State of California OSV Grooming Program Activity on the Lassen National
OIS ..t bbbt bbbt bt nb e nR e nhe e nb e b e beenrnenrre s 128
Table 45. National visitor use management WIinter aCtiVItieS...........ccocvverererieiieinienise e 130
Table 46. California OSV registration for counties in Lassen National Forest, 2009 through 2014..130
Table 47. California statewide OSV registration, 2009 through 2014 ...........cccccvvevieveiieeie s 130
Table 48. Lassen National FOrest OSV VISItOr USE.........c.coeieirieininesienesie e e seenens 131
Table 49. Resource indicators and measures for the existing condition, alternative 1....................... 134
Table 50. Resource indicators and measures for alternative 2 direct and indirect effects.................. 138
Table 51. Resource indicators and measures for alternative 3 direct and indirect effects.................. 141
Table 52. Resource indicators and measures for alternative 4 direct and indirect effects.................. 143
Table 53. Summary comparison of how the alternatives address the key iSSUES ..........cccccevveveriernnns 145
Table 54. Terrestrial threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate (TEPC) species and designated
or proposed critical habitat considered within this analysis ...........cccoceveiieiiveiiniiicie e 151
Table 55. Terrestrial Forest Service sensitive species considered within this analysis...................... 152
Table 56. Summary comparison Of AltErNALIVES ...........ccvoiiiieiie e 160
Table 57. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects..........cocvvveeriiieneieie e 163
Table 58. Northern spotted owl observations and status on the Lassen National Forest ................... 170
Table 59. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effectS. ... 171
Table 60. Fisher resource indicators and measures for assessing effects..........coocovevviiiveveciennnees 176
Table 61. Acres of fisher high-suitable habitat within 200 meters of designated groomed and
designated UNQGIrOOME FOULES ........ocveierieiieiieiesieste sttt sttt st 178
Table 62. Fisher high-suitable habitat within 200 meters of area open t0 OSV USE ........cccccveeerieneee 178
Table 63. OSV open area within fisher CONCENTration Areas ...........ccoceeereieeiinie e 179
Table 64. Gray wolf resource indicators and measures for assessing effects...........cccoovvvvieieienns 181
Table 65. OSV area restrictions by alterNative ... 183

Lassen National Forest
XXiii



Over-Snow Vehicle Use Designation

Table 66. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects to valley elderberry longhorn beetle
.................................................................................................................................................... 185

Table 67. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects to marten ............ccccocevvveieienns 189

Table 68. Acres of marten high reproductive habitat and percentages () with potential for disturbance,
mortality, injury, modification by OSV use, or snow compaction effects, by alternative and OSV
USE ASSUMIPTION ..ottt bbbttt ettt b e n e n e 191

Table 69. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects to California spotted owl............ 196

Table 70. Acres of California spotted owl high reproductive habitat and percentages () with potential
for disturbance, mortality, injury, or displacement by OSV use, by alternative and OSV use

E IS0 0] 014 0] OO PR TR PR TP PPPPPP 199
Table 71. Acres of California spotted owl PACs and percentages () with potential for disturbance,

mortality, injury, or displacement by OSV use, by alternative and OSV use assumption ......... 199
Table 72. Number and percent () of California spotted owl PACs within 0.25 mile of groomed and

ungroomed OSV trails, bY alterNatiVe ...........ccviieiiiiie e 200
Table 73. Northern goshawk resource indicators and measures for assessing effects ............ccccoe.eie. 203

Table 74. Acres of northern goshawk high reproductive habitat and percentages () with potential for
disturbance, mortality, injury, or displacement by OSV use, by alternative and OSV use

T U 4]0 (oo SRS 206
Table 75. Acres of northern goshawk PACs and percentages () with potential for disturbance,

mortality, injury, or displacement by OSV use, by alternative and OSV use assumption ......... 206
Table 76. Number and percent () of northern goshawk PACs within 0.25 mile of groomed and

ungroomed OSV trails, bY alterNatiVe ..o 207

Table 77. Resource indicators and measures for assessment of effects to Sierra Nevada red fox .....210
Table 78. Acres of Sierra Nevada red fox habitat and percentages () with potential for disturbance,
mortality, injury, or habitat modification by OSV use, by alternative and OSV use assumption

.................................................................................................................................................... 214
Table 79. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects to wolverine...........cc.ccoccvevenenne 217
Table 80. Acres of wolverine habitat and percentages () with potential for disturbance, mortality, or

injury by OSV use, by alternative and OSV uSe aSSUMPLION ......c.ccvviririeniiiieeisieee e 218
Table 81. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects to bald eagle .............ccccoeiennee 229
Table 82. Acres of bald eagle high reproductive habitat and percentages () with potential for

disturbance, mortality, or injury by OSV use, by alternative and OSV use assumption............ 231
Table 83. Number and percent () of bald eagle nests with potential for disturbance, mortality, or

injury by OSV use, by alternative and OSV USe asSUMPLION ........ccccevieeieriiieeieseece e 232
Table 84. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects to great gray owl..............cccve..e. 234
Table 85. Acres of great gray owl habitat and percentages () with potential for disturbance, mortality

or injury from OSV use, by alternative and OSV use assumpLion ........cccccoeveverevireresneresennns 235
Table 86. Subnivean species resource indicators and measures for assessing effects..........ccccceenie. 245
Table 87. Acres of subnivean habitat (wet and dry meadows < 6,350 feet)) and percentages (%) with

potential to be impacted by OSV use, by alternative and OSV use assumption .............cccee.e... 247
Table 88. Mule deer resource indicators and measures for assessing effects.........cccocvvvvveviviiciennes 248
Table 89. Acres of mule deer winter range and percentages (%) with potential for disturbance,

mortality or injury, or displacement of mule deer by OSV use, by alternative............cc.ccccue.... 249
Table 90.Summary comparison of how the alternatives address the key issues and environmental

effects for Forest Service Sensitive Species and species of public interest............cccocovevieenene. 250
Table 91. Summary comparison of how the alternatives address the key issues and environmental

effects for federally listed Or PropOSEd SPECIES .......eveveiriiiiriiiisie e 252
Table 92. Compliance with LRMP and other relevant laws, regulations, policies, and plans........... 253
Manage habitat for Sensitive wildlife species to insure that these species do not become Threatened or

Endangered due to FOrest SErviCe aCtiONS...........ocuiiiireriiiieieieise st 253

Lassen National Forest
XXiv



Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Contents

Table 93. Summary of determinations for federally listed threatened, endangered, proposed, and
candidate species and designated or proposed critical habitats (Biological Assessment), by

AIEEINALIVE ...ttt et Reere et re et e reeneeneeenen 261
Table 94. Summary of determinations for Forest Service Sensitive Species (Biological Evaluation),

DY AIEEINALIVE ....ecvveee et e e re e et e e e et e re et e sreara e renre s 262
Table 95. Selection of MIS for the Lassen OSV PrOJECE..........cocuiiiririnenieieieee e 263
Table 96. OSV activity comparison for each alternative............cccocevviieie i 266
Table 97. Effects to MIS habitat for Mule deer.........ccoviieiii e 268
Table 98. Effects to MIS habitat for mountain qUaIl..............ccooviiiiiiiiicee e 270
Table 99. Effects to MIS habitat fOr SOOtY grOUSE.........ccveiveieiririsise e 273
Table 101. Aquatic species resource indicators and measures for assessing effects............ccoceevenine 282
Table 103. AIternatives COMPAIISON .......c..cviiiririeriiiterterer ettt sr e ee et snearesneneneneas 299

Table 104. Alternatives comparison of potential effects to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog PCH 299
Table 105. Alternatives comparison of potential effects to Central Valley steelhead and Central

Valley spring-run ChinOOK CH .........cccooiiiiici e s 300
Table 106. Summary comparison of environmental effects to aquatic reSOUrCeS .........ccoovvveverierens 301
Table 107. Botanical resources indicators and measures for assessing effects ..........ccccocvvvrereienns 308
Table 108. TEPS plant SPecies CONSIABIEM.........ccvcviiiiiiiiie ettt nae s 311
Table 109. Survey and manage plant species, categories A, C, and E.........cccccevvvvivevvivnievneciennnnnns 318
Table 110. Survey and manage category B fungi with equivalent effort survey requirement........... 319
Table 111. Special interest plant SPecies CONSIAEIEM. ..........ccveviieiiieieciere e 321
Table 112. Botanical resources indicators and measures for alternative 1...........cccccoevvievivneienennnnns 336
Table 113. Botanical resources indicators and measures for alternative 2..........cccccevcvvevevevveienennns 339
Table 114. Botanical resources indicators and measures for alternative 3...........ccccoovvevienineneninnns 341
Table 115. Botanical resources indicators and measures for alternative 4............ccccoceveveneieneiennns 344
Table 116. Relative comparison of alternatives by botanical resource issue topics..........c.ccccervervennee 346
Table 117. Botanical resources summary of measures for all alternatives..............ccccoovniieniienns 347
Table 118. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects to soil resources.............cccue.... 354
Table 119. Soil resource indicators and measures for alternative 1 .........cccoceveviiiieivnieeie e 358
Table 120. AIErnative COMPAIISONS.......c.viiiiiriiitirtiitertetet ettt ss ettt sb e b b nneneneas 359
Table 121. Soil resource indicators and measures for alternatives 2, 3, and 4 direct and indirect effects

.................................................................................................................................................... 361
Table 122. Summary comparison of environmental effects to the soil resource...........cc.coovvvrerienne 363
Table 123. Socioeconomic resource indicators and measures for assessing effects ..........cccceveeenee 367
Table 124. Resource indicators and measures for the existing condition............c..cccocevvveveiieiiienennn, 369
Table 125. Demographic characteristicS DY COUNTY..........coeiiiiiiiiiie e 370
Table 126. Economic charaCteristiCS DY COUNLY .........cooiiriiiiiiiii e 370
Table 127. Environmental justice characteristics BY COUNLY .......ccccoviiieii i 373
Table 128. Resource indicators and measures for alternative 1 .........ccoccoevviveiinienienenin e 374
Table 129. Socioeconomic resource indicators and measures for alternative 2 direct/indirect effects

.................................................................................................................................................... 376

Table 130. Socioeconomic resource indicators and measures for alternative 2 cumulative effects... 377
Table 131. Socioeconomic resource indicators and measures for alternative 3 direct/indirect effects

.................................................................................................................................................... 378
Table 132. Socioeconomic resource indicators and measures for alternative 4 direct/indirect effects

.................................................................................................................................................... 379
Table 133. Summary comparison of environmental effects to socioeconomic resources.................. 380
Table 134. Resource indicators and measures for assessing effects.........cccoovevriieivnieie i 385
Table 135. Resource indicators and measures for the existing conditions and alternative 1 ............. 387
Table 136. Resource indicators and measures for alternative 2 direct/indirect effects ...........c.......... 394
Table 137. Resource indicators and measures for alternative 3 direct/indirect effects ..........coec....... 395

Lassen National Forest
XXV



Over-Snow Vehicle Use Designation

Table 138. Resource indicators and measures for alternative 4 direct/indirect effects .............c....... 395
Table 139. Summary comparison of how the alternatives address the Key iSSUES ...........cc.ccververiennes 396
Table 140. Air quality resource indicators and measures for assessing effects..........ccocvovvvreierienns 404
Table 141. Non-attainment areas for criteria polULANTS ............cccveiviiiiieie i 410
Table 142, State-designated non-attainment areas for criteria pollutants............cccccoevvveieiieiieiennn, 411
Table 143. Minimum monitoring requirements fOr 0ZONE ..........cccoovieriiereiecee e 412
Table 144. Annual average emissions (tons per year) by air diStriCt............cccccvvvvieieiieive i 413
Table 145. Exhaust emission standards for SNOWMODIIES ...........ccoiiiiiiiiiic e 413
Table 146. Lassen National Forest OSV visitor use (based on 2009 Data from CA State DEIR)..... 414
Table 147. Resource indicators and measures for the existing condition and alternative 1............... 415
Table 148. Emission estimate (tons per year) for OSV use on the Lassen National Forest............... 415
Table 149. Air quality resource indicators and measures for alternative 2 ............ccoccvvvvevevveeenennns 418
Table 150. Air quality resource indicators and measures for alternative 3 ...........cccoocvveveieviveiennnnns 420
Table 151. Air quality resource indicators and measures for alternative 4 ............cccccevevevviveieenes 421
Table 152. Summary comparison Of alterNAtiVES ..........c.cciiiiviiiiieiic e 422
Table 153. Lassen NF Active Range Allotments and Grazing Permits ..........ccccoovevviininenenenenienns 480
List of Figures

FIQUIE L. VICINITY MAP.....eitiieiieiiiiite ettt bbbttt e bt nnen s 5
Figure 2. Map of proposed action — 36 CFR 212 Subpart C Designations .............cccecvvvvrerenerienvenen. 20
Figure 3. Map of proposed action — groomed OSV trails .........c.ccccoveiiiiiiiiiecicse e 21
Figure 4. Map of alternative 3 — 36 CFR 212 Subpart C DeSignations...........ccccoevvvvevenenviesecinesennnns 26
Figure 5. Map of alternative 4 — 36 CFR 212 Subpart C DeSignations............cccceoeririeriinieneneneneenens 30
Figure 6. Mule deer winter range (gray) and MIS habitat (black) on Lassen National Forest........... 267
Figure 7. Mountain quail habitat on the Lassen National FOrest............ccccoovvveviiniicie e, 269
Figure 8. Sooty grouse MIS habitat on the Lassen National FOrest...........cccccovveieinienininencncenn 272
Figure 9. Late seral closed canopy MIS habitat on the Lassen National FOrest.............cc.ccocovvenennne. 275
Figure 10. Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog historically occupied watersheds ............cccccceevevenene. 289
Figure 11. Lassen National Forest OSV Sound Propagation .............cccoeveierereieiseneseneseneeeens 390
Figure 12. Sound propagation near Caribou Wilderness Area..........ccocuvviieniieiieisenine e 391
Figure 13. Sound propogation near the Pacific Crest Trail and cross-country ski trails.................... 392
Figure 14. Sound propogation near Lassen Volcanic National Park..............cccocovviiiiiiicninccennenn, 393
Figure 15. State and national ambient air quality Standards............c.ccooieriieniieiei e 401
Figure 16. Designated air basins in California...........cccooiiiiiciciicie e 406
Figure 17. Air pollution control districts within the Lassen National Forest...........c.ccccooevevivevenenn, 407
Figure 18. Class 1 Areas in CalifOrnia .........cooeiioiiiiiiiiise s 408

Lassen National Forest
XXVi



Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Chapter 1. Purpose and Need

Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Action

Document Structure

The Forest Service has prepared this environmental impact statement (EIS) in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and State laws and regulations.
This environmental impact statement discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental
impacts that would result from the proposed action and alternatives. The document is organized into
four chapters:

e Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for Action: This chapter briefly describes the proposed action,
the need for that action, and other purposes to be achieved by the proposal. This section also
details how the Forest Service informed the public of the proposed action and how the public
responded.

e Chapter 2. Alternatives, including the Proposed Action: This chapter provides a detailed
description of the agency’s proposed action as well as alternative actions that were developed in
response to comments raised by the public during scoping. The end of the chapter includes a
summary table comparing the proposed action and alternatives with respect to their
environmental impacts.

o Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: This chapter
describes the environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.

e Chapter 4. Consultation and Coordination: This chapter provides a list of preparers and
agencies consulted during the development of the environmental impact statement.

e Appendices: The appendices provide more detailed information to support the analyses
presented in the environmental impact statement.

e Index: The index provides page numbers by document topic.

Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of project-area resources, may be found
in the project planning record located at the Lassen National Forest Supervisor’s Office in Susanville,
California.

Types of Routes and Other Definitions

Route categories and travel planning definitions applicable to this project (table 1) are based on the
definitions in 36 CFR 212-Travel Management. For a total list of terms, please refer to the glossary
found at the end of this document.
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Table 1. Road and trail terminology - definitions

Term Definition

Motorized vehicle use vehicle use associated with management activities or
projects on National Forest land administered by the Forest Service or
under authorization of the Forest Service. Management activities include
but are not limited to: law enforcement, timber harvest, reforestation,

Administrative Use cultural treatments, prescribed fire, watershed restoration, wildlife and fish
habitat improvement, private land access, allotment management activities,
and mineral exploration and development that occur on National Forest land
administered by the Forest Service or under authorization of the Forest
Service.

A discrete, specifically delineated space that is smaller, and, except for

Area . . .
over-snow vehicle use, in most cases much smaller, than a Ranger District.

Designated Road or Trail or Area | A National Forest System road, National Forest system trail, or an area on
National Forest System lands that is designated for over-snow vehicle use
pursuant to 36 CFR §212.51 on an over-snow vehicle use map (36 CFR

§212.1).
Designation of over-snow vehicle | Designation of a National Forest System road, a National Forest System
use trail, or an area on National Forest System lands where over-snow vehicle

use is allowed pursuant to §212.81.

Forest road or trail A road or trail wholly or partially within or adjacent to and serving the
[National Forest System (NFS)] that is determined to be necessary for the
protection, administration, and utilization of the NFS and the use and
development of its resources (36 CFR §212.1)

Non-motorized use A term used in this document to refer to travel other than that defined as
motorized. For example, hiking, riding horses, or mountain biking.

Over-snow vehicle (OSV) A motor vehicle that is designed for use over snow and that runs on a track
or tracks and/or a ski or skis, while in use over snow (36 CFR §212.1)

Over-snow vehicle use map A map reflecting roads, trails, and areas designated for over-snow vehicle
use on an administrative unit or a Ranger District of the National Forest
System.

Trail A route 50 inches wide or less or a route over 50 inches wide that is

identified and managed as a trail (36 CFR §212.1).

Background

Travel Management Regulations — Subpart C

Subpart C of the Forest Service’s Travel Management Regulations became effective on February 27,
2015 (80 FR 4500, Feb. 27, 2015). The regulations state, in part: “Over-snow vehicle use on NFS
roads, on NFS trails, and in areas on NFS lands shall be designated by the Responsible Official on
administrative units or Ranger Districts, or parts of administrative units or Ranger Districts, of the
NFS where snowfall is adequate for that use to occur, and, if appropriate, shall be designated by class
of vehicle and time of year...” (36 CFR 212.81 (a)). Over-snow vehicle designations made as a result
of the analysis in this EIS would conform to Subpart C of the Travel Management Regulations.

Once issued, these designations are made enforceable with the provisions of 36 CFR 261.14, which
prohibits the possession or operation of an OSV on National Forest System lands other than in
accordance with the Subpart C designations.
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Snow Trail Grooming Program

For more than 30 years, the Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region, in cooperation with the
California Department of Parks and Recreation (California State Parks) Off-highway Motor Vehicle
Division has enhanced winter recreation, and more specifically, snowmobiling recreation by
maintaining NFS trails (snow trails) by grooming snow for snowmobile use. Most groomed snow
trails on the national forests in California are co-located on underlying National Forest System roads.
Some grooming occurs on county roads and closed snow-covered highways. Grooming activities are
funded by the state off-highway vehicle trust fund.

The following summarizes how the Forest Service currently manages public OSV use on the
approximately 1,150,020-acre Lassen National Forest:

e Approximately 406 miles of National Forest System OSV trails;

e Of the approximately 406 miles of National Forest System OSV trails, approximately 324 miles
are groomed OSV trails;

o Approximately 148 miles of National Forest System trail closed to OSV use;

o Approximately 976,760 acres of National Forest System land open to off-trail cross-country
OSV use; and

e Approximately 173,260 acres of National Forest System land closed to OSV use.

In 2013, the Forest Service entered into a Settlement Agreement with Snowlands Network et al., to
“complete appropriate NEPA analysis(es) to identify snow trails for grooming” on the Lassen
National Forest and four other national forests in California. The Forest Service will comply with the
terms of the Settlement Agreement for the Lassen National Forest by completing this analysis.

Furthermore, additional terms of the Settlement Agreement require the Forest Service to:

1. Analyze ancillary activities such as the plowing of related parking lots and trailheads as part of
the effects analysis;

2. Consider a range of alternative actions that would result in varying levels of snowmobile use; and

3. Consider an alternative submitted by Plaintiffs and/or Interveners in the NEPA analysis so long as
the alternative meets the purpose and need, and is feasible and within the scope of the NEPA
analysis, and Plaintiffs and/or Interveners provide the Forest Service with a detailed description
of that alternative during the scoping period for the NEPA analysis.

Scope of this Action

The Lassen National Forest Over-snow Vehicle Use Designation is not intended to be a
comprehensive, holistic winter recreation planning effort. The designations resulting from this
analysis would only apply to the public use of OSVs on National Forest System lands within the
Lassen National Forest. An OSV is defined in the Forest Service’s Travel Management Regulations as
“a motor vehicle that is designed for use over snow and that runs on a track or tracks and/or a ski or
skis, while in use over snow” (36 CFR 212.1).

Other types of motor vehicles that may operate over snow, but do not meet the definition of an OSV,
are regulated under Subpart B of the Travel Management Regulations. Routes and areas for these
types of vehicles were previously designated and published on a motor vehicle use map as the result
of a separate environmental analysis and decision.

Lassen National Forest
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These designations will only apply to public OSV use. Limited administrative use by the Forest
Service; use of any fire, military, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle for emergency purposes;
authorized use of any combat or combat support vehicle for national defense purposes; law
enforcement response to violations of law, including pursuit; and OSV use that is specifically
authorized under a written authorization issued under Federal law or regulations, such as for
managing permitted livestock or for access under a special use permit, would be exempt from these
designations (36 CFR 212.81(a)).

No new designation of non-motorized trails or areas would result from this analysis. All existing non-
motorized trails and areas on the Lassen National Forest would remain non-motorized in all
alternatives analyzed in detail. Some existing non-motorized trails will be identified in this analysis to
provide context. Non-motorized winter recreational opportunities and uses will be considered in the
analysis in terms of the effects that designating snow trails and areas for OSV use may have on non-
motorized recreational opportunities.

Further, with respect to the grooming action, there are financial limitations on the miles and
frequency of snow trail grooming within the forest’s snow trail grooming program. This is because
the forest’s current snow trail grooming program is funded by California State Parks. These funds are
not likely to substantially increase in future years.

These designations would be effective immediately upon the issuance of the record of decision, which
is expected in October 2016. The Forest Service would produce an OSV use map (OSVUM) that
would look like the existing motor vehicle use map (MVVUM) for the Lassen National Forest. Such a
map would allow OSV enthusiasts to identify the routes and areas where OSV use would be allowed
on the Lassen National Forest.

Subpart C of the Travel Management Regulations also specifies that certain requirements of Subpart
B of the Travel Management Regulations will continue to apply to the decision designating NFS
snow trails and areas for OSV use (36 CFR 212.81(d), including:

1. Public involvement as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (36 CFR 212.52);

2. Coordination with Federal, State, county, and other local governmental entities and tribal
governments (36 CFR 212.53);

3. Consideration of the criteria for designation of roads, trails, and areas (36 CFR 212.55);

4. ldentification of designated uses on a publicly available use map of roads, trails, and areas (36
CFR 212.56); and

5. Monitoring of effects (36 CFR 212.57).

Project Location

This proposal would be implemented on all of the National Forest System lands within the Lassen
National Forest in Northeastern California (
figure 1).
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Purpose and Need

One purpose of this project is to effectively manage OSV use on the Lassen National Forest to
provide access, ensure that OSV use occurs when there is adequate snow, promote the safety of all
users, enhance public enjoyment, minimize impacts to natural and cultural resources, and minimize
conflicts among the various uses.

There is a need to provide a manageable, designated OSV system of trails and areas within the Lassen
National Forest, that is consistent with and achieves the purposes of the Forest Service Travel
Management Regulations at 36 CFR part 212. This action responds to direction provided by the
Forest Service’s Travel Management Regulations at 36 CFR part 212 and Subpart C of the Travel
Management Regulations.

The existing system of available OSV trails and areas on the Lassen National Forest is the
culmination of multiple agency decisions over recent decades. Public OSV use of the majority of this
available system continues to be manageable and consistent with current travel management
regulations.

Exceptions have been identified, based on internal and public input and the criteria listed at 36 CFR
212.55. These include needs to provide improved access for OSV users and to formalize prohibitions
required by Forest Plan and other management direction. These exceptions represent additional needs
for change, and in these cases, changes are proposed to meet the overall objectives.

Currently, the Forest Service requires 12 or more inches of snow on the ground to operate an OSV on
the Lassen National Forest. Although 12 inches of snow may exist at a given time in many higher
elevation areas, there may be less than 12 inches of snow at trailheads, which under current
regulations, would leave areas with 12 or more inches of snow inaccessible to OSV use. To improve
OSV access to areas open to OSV use, the proposed action would allow OSV use on designated snow
trails, as long as there are at least 6 inches of snow on the ground.

The Forest Service has also identified two areas in which OSV use should be prohibited, but there are
no existing orders or directives that have formally prohibited OSV use within them. One area is
located in the southwest corner of the Lassen National Forest, below 3,500 feet in elevation. Snowfall
is typically not adequate in this area for OSV use to occur. This area is approximately 29,130 acres in
size. The proposed action would prohibit OSV use in this area.

The second area in which OSV use should be prohibited is the Black Mountain Research Natural
Area (RNA). The Lassen National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan)
prohibits motorized vehicles within research natural areas, but no formal directive prohibiting such
use has been issued for the Black Mountain RNA. This area is approximately 520 acres in size. The
proposed action would prohibit OSV use in the Black Mountain RNA.

A second purpose of this project is to identify those designated NFS snow trails where grooming for
OSV use would occur as required by the Settlement Agreement between the Forest Service and
Snowlands Network, et al. Under the terms of the Settlement Agreement, the Forest Service is
required to complete the appropriate NEPA analysis to identify snow trails for grooming on the
Lassen National Forest. This action would identify snow trails for grooming.

The snow trail grooming analysis would also address the need to provide a high quality OSV trail
system on the Lassen National Forest that is smooth and stable for the rider. Groomed trails are
designed so that the novice rider can use them without difficulty.

Lassen National Forest
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Proposed Action

The Forest Service proposes several actions on the Lassen National Forest to be analyzed as required
by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The actions proposed are as follows:

1. To designate 406 miles of National Forest System snow trails on National Forest System lands
within the Lassen National Forest for OSV use during specified periods and when snowfall depth
is adequate for that use to occur. All existing OSV prohibitions applying to trails would continue.
OSV use that is inconsistent with the designations made under this decision would be prohibited
under 36 CFR part 261.

2. To designate 947,120 acres of National Forest System lands within the Lassen National Forest as
areas where cross-country OSV use is allowed during specified periods and when snowfall depth
is adequate for that use to occur. All existing OSV prohibitions applying to areas would continue.
OSV use that is inconsistent with the designations made under this decision would be prohibited
under 36 CFR part 261.

3. To prohibit OSV use in any area below 3,500 feet in elevation on the Lassen National Forest. On
the Lassen National Forest, an adequate amount of snowfall for OSV use typically occurs in most
areas of the forest, except for areas below 3,500 feet in the southwest corner of the forest. This
prohibition would cover 29,130 acres of NFS land where OSV use currently takes place when
there is sufficient snow cover.

4. To prohibit OSV use in the 520-acre Black Mountain Research Natural Area.

5. To identify approximately 324 miles of designated OSV trails that would be groomed by the
Forest Service on the Lassen National Forest for OSV use. Our trail mileages are estimates only
and we are currently reviewing groomed trails where there is uncertainty regarding Forest Service
jurisdiction.

6. To require a minimum of 12 inches of uncompacted snow in order for grooming to occur.

7. To implement a Forest-wide snow depth requirement for OSV use that would provide for public
safety and natural and cultural resource protection by allowing OSV use in designated areas when
there is a minimum of 12 inches of snow covering the landscape; and allow OSV use on
designated National Forest System snow trails when there is a minimum of 6 inches of snow
covering the trail. When the snow-depth requirement is not met, OSV use would be prohibited.
All snow trails to be designated in all alternatives would overlay an existing paved, gravel, or
native surface travel route. These travel routes are trails and roads used in the summer for
highway, OHV, and non-motorized recreation.

8. To designate OSV crossings on the Pacific Crest Trail to be consistent with the crossings
identified for summer motorized use.

Decision Framework

This decision will designate National Forest System snow trails and areas on National Forest System
lands for OSV use on the Lassen National Forest where snowfall is adequate for that use to occur. It
will also identify the National Forest System trails where grooming would occur. The decision would
only apply to the use of over-snow vehicles as defined in the Forest Service’s Travel Management
Regulations (36 CFR 212.1). The Forest Supervisor will consider all reasonable alternatives and
decide whether to continue current management of OSV uses on the Lassen National Forest,
implement the proposed action, or select an alternative for the management of OSV uses.

Lassen National Forest
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Responsible Official
The Lassen National Forest Supervisor is the deciding official who will issue the decision.

Public Involvement

The interdisciplinary team relied on public involvement to ensure that a full range of alternatives,
representing a broad array of perspectives, would be analyzed in this draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS).

A pre-scoping meeting was held on November 5, 2014, which was attended by interested and affected
stakeholders. The meeting’s objectives were to share information about the project and the NEPA
process, gather input on public engagement and confirm and collect public input on a preliminary
purpose and need for action through shared concerns and solutions with current OSV management on
each forest. The meeting was attended by 28 people. A more detailed description of this meeting and
outcomes are included in the December 2014 Pre-NEPA meeting summary report, available on the
web and in the project record. The project first appeared on the Lassen National Forest’s Schedule of
Proposed Actions in January 2015.

A scoping letter describing the proposed action and seeking public comments was sent via regular
mail or email to approximately 138 interested groups, individuals, and agencies on January 14, 2015,
with comments requested to be returned by February 15, 2015. A press release was sent to local news
media outlets on January 14, 2015. A notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement
was published in the Federal Register on January 20, 2015. All notices included a web address for the
project’s website where comments could also be submitted. The project’s website could also be
accessed from the home page of the Lassen National Forest’s public website.

The public was invited to comment on the proposed action, identify potential conflicts or benefits,
and provide any relevant information that would be useful in the subsequent environmental analysis.
The Forest Service received and considered responses from 66 interested groups, individuals, and
agencies in the form of letters, emails, and website submissions. All comments were thoughtful
narratives reacting to the proposed action with support, opposition, concerns, or requests for revision
and new alternatives. The Forest Service appreciates the time and perspectives shared by each
commenter, and the willingness of all to engage in the environmental analysis process.

We analyzed all of the comment letters using a process called content analysis, which has several
discrete steps. See page 427 for a list of respondents; a list of the subject categories represented by all
of the comments; and a description of classification codes used for identifying preliminary issues.

Future Administrative Review Opportunities

The Lassen National Forest Over-Snow Vehicle Use Designation is an activity implementing a land
management plan. It is not an activity authorized under the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003
(Pub. L. 108-148). Therefore, this activity is subject to pre-decisional administrative review
consistent with the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2012 (Pub. L. 112-74) as implemented by
subparts A and B of 36 CFR part 218.

Issues

Comments that express concerns about cause-effect relationships between the proposed action and its
effects are called “issues.” Issues serve to highlight effects or unintended consequences that may
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result from the proposed action, giving opportunities to reduce adverse effects through design
features, mitigations, or alternatives. Not all comments are issues.

We assigned each individual comment/concern to a classification code in order to assist with
identifying issues and possible alternatives to the proposed action.

Significant issues generally concern resources that may be impacted by implementation of the
proposed action and cannot be resolved through routine or standard project design features or
mitigation measures. A significant issue is most often addressed by development and analysis of an
alternative to the proposed action. An issue may be deemed a non-significant issue for any of the
following reasons: (1) the issue is already decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan or other higher level
decision; (2) the issue is outside the scope of the proposed action (the issue is not part of the proposal
or is not affected by it); (3) the issue is irrelevant to the decision to be made; and (4) the issue is
conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence The Council on Environmental Quality
NEPA regulations explain this delineation in Sec. 1501.7, ““...identify and eliminate from detailed
study the issues which are not significant or which have been covered by prior environmental review
(Sec. 1506.3)....” Alist of non-significant issues and reasons why they were found non-significant
may be found in the project record located at the Lassen National Forest Supervisor’s Office in
Susanville, California.

Significant Issues

Based on the content analysis process described above and in appendix A, we have identified six
significant issues for the Lassen National Forest Over-snow Vehicle Use Designation Analysis.

Quality Recreational Experience

OSV use and grooming for OSV use have the potential to impact the overall quality of the experience
of recreationists seeking a more quiet, non-motorized experience through (1) displacing visitors who
prefer non-motorized recreation opportunities;( 2) posing safety concerns for non-motorized users due
to the high speed of vehicles on shared trails; (3) creation of noise and air quality impacts that lead to
the displacement of non-motorized users; (4) quickly consuming untracked powder snow which
reduces a desired backcountry skiing experience; (5) disrupting ski tracks, making the snow surface
unsuitable for cross-country skiing; and (6) grooming trails which the State of California’s Over
Snow Vehicle Program Draft EIR estimate triples the OSV use on trails to the detriment of non-
motorized users.

Designating roads, trails and areas for OSV use has the potential to change recreation settings and
opportunities by enhancing opportunities for motorized winter users in some areas and limiting those
opportunities in other areas. In the same way, OSV designations have the potential to enhance
opportunities for non-motorized winter users in some areas while limiting or displacing those users in
other areas. Conflict between motorized and non-motorized winter users arise due to differing desired
recreation experiences, public safety concerns, noise, air quality, and access issues. OSV use has the
potential to impact designated areas that are managed for non-motorized recreation opportunities
through illegal encroachment, noise, and increased human presence (i.e., Pacific Crest Trail,
Wilderness).

For this analysis, quality recreation experiences are defined as the forest’s most popular winter
recreation activities, according to the National Visitor Use Monitoring Report, along with the
importance of motorized and non-motorized winter recreation opportunities as described in the
Recreation Facility Analysis Niche Statements.

Lassen National Forest
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The component of this issue regarding a quality hon-motorized experience is addressed by modifying
the proposed action and developing alternative 3.

The proposed action was modified after scoping to prohibit OSVs from crossing the Pacific Crest
Trail except at designated crossing points. These crossing points would be the same as those
designated for wheeled vehicles.

Alternative 3 would prohibit OSV use on 68,430 more acres than the proposed action. Alternative 3
would also require a minimum of 18 inches of snow on trails before they would be groomed for OSV
use, which is 6 inches more than the proposed action.

The component of this issue regarding a quality motorized experience is addressed by the proposed
action and the development of alternative 4. The proposed action would reduce the minimum snow
depth for OSV use on designated snow trails. Current management requires a minimum of 12 inches
of snow before OSV could use designated snow trails. The proposed action reduces this minimum
snow depth to 6 inches.

Alternative 4 would designate areas below an elevation of 3,500 feet for OSV use. This would
increase the area available for OSV use by 19,150 acres more than the proposed action. Alternative 4
would also add 2 miles of OSV trail to the proposed action’s trail system. Finally, alternative 4 would
allow OSV use on designated snow trails with as few as 6 inches of snow without restriction, and
with less than 6 inches of snow as long as such use would not cause visible damage to the underlying
surface.

Noise

Designating roads, trails, and areas for OSV use and grooming trails for OSV use have the potential
to generate anthropogenic noise and increase noise levels in the short term above ambient levels. This
has the potential to adversely impact wildlife species that are sensitive to this sort of disturbance as
well as the experience of the recreational user who values solitude and quiet recreational
opportunities.

Potential effects from noise are analyzed in Chapter 3 using the following indicator measures:
e Opportunities for motorized winter uses — Acres open to OSV use; percentage change

e OSV designations — Miles of designated OSV trails and miles of groomed OSV trails

Air Quality
Designating roads, trails, and areas for OSV use and grooming trails for OSV use have the potential

to generate exhaust and emit pollutants into the air. This has the potential to degrade air quality, which
can impact recreational users, wildlife, and sensitive areas.

Potential effects from exhaust and pollutants are analyzed in Chapter 3 using the following indicator
measures:

e Estimate of change (increase/decrease) in emissions and the potential to create adverse
impacts to air quality — Miles and acres of trail open to OSV visitor use

e Potential effects of OSV emissions to create adverse impacts to air quality — Shifts in OSV
use in relation to sensitive areas (Class | and Il areas)

Lassen National Forest
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Water and Soil Resources

Designating roads, trails, and areas for OSV use has the potential to result in ground disturbance and
snow compaction, and this can directly, indirectly, and/or cumulatively adversely impact soil and
water resources through soil compaction, erosion, displacement, and alteration of surface runoff and
ground water flow. OSV use also has the potential for releasing burned and unburned fuel and
lubricants into the environment. These potential impacts can then indirectly result in adverse impacts
to water quality and alter snowmelt patterns. Changes in snowmelt patterns could affect hydrologic
regimes in localized areas.

OSVs when operated cross-country instead of on designated trails have the potential for more
widespread impacts from ground disturbance (similar in nature to summer motorized use if there is
inadequate snow cover). These potential effects are highly dependent on location, particularly areas of
thin snow cover, and the amount and timing of use.

OSVs when operated on designated National Forest System roads and designated National Forest
System Trails without adequate snow cover have the potential to also result in soil compaction,
erosion, and displacement and decreased water quality, as described above.

This issue is addressed by development of an alternative to the proposed action that includes
establishing a uniform 12-inch minimum snow depth for all uses, with some exceptions. Project
design criteria and monitoring measures have been added to all of the action alternatives regarding
how snow depths would be measured, enforced, and used as guidelines to ensure resource impacts are
minimized.

Aquatic Wildlife

OSV use and grooming for OSV use have the potential to impact fish and amphibian populations and
habitat in the project area through: (1) direct disturbance to species when OSV use occurs in wet
meadows, streams, lakes, and/or other sensitive habitats; (2) indirectly through generation of exhaust
and associated pollutants in or near sensitive habitat, which can degrade water quality; (3) indirectly
through release of fuel or other pollutants during refueling and proximity to sensitive habitats, which
can degrade water quality; and (4) indirectly through increased soil erosion in marginal snow depth
areas.

OSVs, when operated cross-country instead of on designated trails, have the potential for more
widespread impacts from ground disturbance (similar in nature to summer motorized use if there is
inadequate snow cover). These potential effects are highly dependent on location, particularly areas of
thin snow cover, and the amount and timing of use.

OSVs, when operated on designated National Forest System roads and trails without adequate snow
cover, have the potential to also result in soil compaction, erosion, and displacement and decreased
water quality, as described above. These potential impacts to soil and water resources can indirectly
affect riparian habitats and sensitive aquatic habitats, if in close proximity to these trails.

Terrestrial Wildlife

Designating roads, trails, and areas for OSV use and grooming trails for OSV use has the potential to
impact terrestrial wildlife through direct/indirect or cumulative injury, mortality, or disturbance to
individuals (e.g., increased noise and human presence resulting in a loss of breeding and/or feeding)
and direct/indirect or cumulative disturbance or impacts to wildlife habitats (e.g., sSnow compaction in
or near denning sites).

Lassen National Forest
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OSVs, when operated cross-country instead of on designated trails, have the potential to impact
wildlife species from snow compaction in areas of inadequate snow cover and impacts on subnivean
(i.e., the zone in and under the snow) habitat for small mammals. These potential effects are highly
dependent on location, particularly areas of thin snow cover, and the amount and timing of use.

Lassen National Forest
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Chapter 2. Alternatives

Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the no-action alternative and three action alternatives for the
Lassen National Forest Over-snow Vehicle Use Designation. It includes a detailed description and
maps of each alternative, how they were developed, and alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed study; and presents the alternatives in comparative form, sharply defining the differences
between alternatives and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and
the public. Numbers such as acres and miles are approximate due to the use of GIS data and rounding.

How Alternatives were Developed

Information gathered by the Forest Service in their consultation and discussions with local counties,
and Forest Service employees contributed to the development of alternatives. After the scoping period
concluded, the Forest Service reviewed and considered all public comments.

Once issues were identified, we carefully considered alternatives to the proposed action or
clarification to the proposed action. There were multiple comments regarding the proposed action.
There were also many comments that suggested new alternatives or new alternative components to
consider. The IDT reviewed these proposed alternatives to determine whether any modifications
should be made to the proposed action and to make a recommendation to the line officer about which
alternatives should be analyzed in detail in the EIS.

Alternatives Considered in Detalil

The Lassen National Forest explored and evaluated the following alternatives (summarized in Table
16 at the end of this chapter)

Alternative 1: No Action

The no-action alternative is required under NEPA regulations [40 CFR 1502.14(d)]. This alternative
represents the existing, baseline condition or trends by which the action alternatives are compared.
Under alternative 1, there would be no changes to the existing system of OSV use on roads, trails, and
areas within the Lassen National Forest except as prohibited by Forest Order. In addition, only those
seasonal restrictions as specified in the Lassen Forest Plan and contained in existing Forest Orders
would be continued. The 2005 Travel Management Regulations, Subpart C, would not be
implemented, and no OSV use map would be produced.

Current management requires a minimum snow depth of 12 inches for OSV use. Tables 2, 3, 4, 6, and
7, below, display the existing condition (current OSV management).

Alternative 2: Modified Proposed Action

The Forest Service proposes several actions on the Lassen National Forest to be analyzed as required
by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The actions proposed are as follows:

1. To designate OSV use on National Forest System roads, National Forest System trails, and areas
on National Forest System lands within the Lassen National Forest where snowfall depth is
adequate for that use to occur. The responsible official would designate OSV use as allowed,
restricted, or prohibited on administrative units or Ranger Districts, or parts of administrative

Lassen National Forest
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units or Ranger Districts of the Lassen National Forest. Areas where off-trail cross-country OSV
use would be allowed would cover 947,120 acres. Trails where OSV use would be allowed would
total 406 miles. All existing OSV prohibitions applying to Areas or trails would continue.

2. Of the 406 miles of designated OSV trails, 324 miles would be groomed by the Forest Service on
the Lassen National Forest. Our trail mileages are estimates only and we are currently reviewing
groomed trails where there is uncertainty regarding Forest Service jurisdiction.

3. Require a minimum of 12 inches of uncompacted snow in order for grooming to occur. The
January 2015 proposed action description and NOI incorrectly stated that the California state
standard for grooming utilizing state funds was 18 inches. It is in fact 12 to 18 inches and we
were able to verify this after the initiation of scoping. Therefore, this change has been made to the
proposed action to be consistent with on-going management and current agreements with the
state.

4. To implement a forest-wide snow depth requirement for OSV use that would provide for
public safety and natural and cultural resource protection by allowing OSV use in designated
Areas when there is a minimum of 12 inches of snow covering the landscape; and allow OSV
use on designated National Forest System roads and designated National Forest System Trails
when there is a minimum of 6 inches of snow covering the road or trail. When the snow-
depth requirement is not met, OSV use would be prohibited. All snow trails would be located
on existing dirt, gravel, or paved trails or roads. These trails and roads are used in the summer
for highway, OHV, and non-motorized recreation.

5. Designate OSV crossings on the Pacific Crest Trail to be consistent with the crossings identified
for summer motorized use.

6. Area Prohibitions. Over-snow vehicle use is currently prohibited on 173,260 acres of the
Lassen National Forest. The proposed action would continue OSV prohibitions in currently
prohibited areas and include the following additional prohibitions:

i. Prohibit OSV use in areas below 3,500 feet in elevation in the southwestern corner of
the Lassen National Forest (approximately 29,130 acres).

ii.  Prohibit OSV use in the Black Mountain Research Natural Area to be consistent with
management area direction in the Forest Plan (approximately 520 acres).

As a result, OSV use would be prohibited on a total of approximately 202,900 acres of the 1,150,020-
acre Lassen National Forest.

Trail Prohibitions. The proposed action would continue OSV prohibitions on the following
trails on the Lassen National Forest:

a. Pacific Crest Trail (approximately 106 miles).

b. Colby Mountain Cross-country Ski Trails (approximately 6 miles).

c. McGowan Lake Cross-country Ski Trails (approximately 5 miles).

d. Biz Johnson Trail from Susanville to Westwood Junction (approximately 17 miles).
e. Lake Almanor Recreation Trail (approximately 9 miles).

f. Eagle Lake Trail (approximately 5 miles).
The proposed actions are summarized in table 2 through table 7 and on maps displayed on pages 20
and 21 of this document.

Lassen National Forest
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Table 2. Summary comparing current OSV management with the proposed action for the management of
OSV use on the Lassen National Forest

OSV Management Current OSV Proposed Action

Management

Designations

National Forest System (NFS) Lands within the
Lassen National Forest

NFS Lands within the Lassen National Forest where
OSV Use Designations would Apply
OSV Use Allowed:

e Areas for OSV Use

e  Snow Trails for OSV Use

OSV Use Prohibited:
e Areas (table 6)

o Below 3,500 Feet in Elevation
Included in Above Total

o Black Mountain RNA Included in
Above Total

e Trails (table 7)
Minimum Snow Depth for OSV Use on Snow Trails

Minimum Snow Depth for Off-trail, Cross-country

1,150,020 Acres

1,150,020 Acres

976,760 Acres
406 Miles

173,260 Acres

0 Acres

0 Acres
148 Miles
12 inches

12 inches

1,150,020 Acres

1,150,020 Acres

947,120 Acres
406 Miles

202,900 Acres
29,130 Acres

520 Acres
148 Miles

6 inches on a
limited basis

12 inches

OSV Use

All area size and trail distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest 10 acres or nearest mile.

Table 3. Summary comparing current groomed OSV trails with proposed action for the grooming of OSV
trails on the Lassen National Forest

OSV Management Current OSV Management | Proposed Action

Total Groomed Trail System* 324 Miles 324 Miles
Minimum Snow Depth for Snow Trail Grooming to Occur 18 inches 12 inches
Grooming Season 12/26 — 3/31 12/26 — 3/31

*Included in the miles of trail over which OSV use is allowed in table 1.
Distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest mile.

The designations resulting from this analysis would only apply to the use of OSVs. An OSV is
defined in the Forest Service’s Travel Management Regulations as “a motor vehicle that is designed
for use over snow and that runs on a track or tracks and/or a ski or skis, while in use over snow” (36
CFR 212.1).

Other types of motor vehicles that may operate over snow, but do not meet the definition of an OSV,
are regulated under Subpart B of the Travel Management Regulations. Routes and areas for these
types of vehicles were previously designated and published on a motor vehicle use map as the result
of a separate environmental analysis and decision.

Limited administrative use by the Forest Service; use of any fire, military, emergency, or law
enforcement vehicle for emergency purposes; authorized use of any combat or combat support
vehicle for national defense purposes; law enforcement response to violations of law, including
pursuit; and OSV use that is specifically authorized under a written authorization issued under
Federal law or regulations would be exempt from these designations (36 CFR 212.81(a)).
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National Forest System roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on National Forest System
lands where OSV use is designated as allowed, restricted, or prohibited would be shown on an OSV
use map (OSVUM). This map would show the roads, trails and areas where OSV use is allowed. It
also would show trailheads and other ancillary recreational facilities.

Allowed OSV Use

OSV use would be designated as currently allowed on 406 miles of trails on the Lassen National
Forest. Off-trail cross-country OSV use would also be designated as allowed on 947,120 acres. All
designated OSV use would be subject to snow-depth restrictions. All OSV use would be prohibited on
the Lassen National Forest unless there is adequate snow depth that meets the following conditions:

Allowed OSV Use Minimum Snow Depth
OSV use on designated snow trails with underlying roads and trails: 6 inches
Cross-country off-trail OSV use: 12 inches

The minimum snow depth of 6 inches for OSV use on trails with underlying roads and trails
represents a change from existing management. This change is to provide improved trail access for
OSV users from trailheads to deeper snow areas.

OSV Use on Groomed Trails

The proposed action would identify 324 miles of National Forest System trails that would be
groomed for OSV use on the Lassen National Forest (map, page 21). This would represent no change
from current management.

Table 4 compares the number of miles of groomed snow trails that have historically been groomed
and are currently managed with the miles of snow trails under the proposed action that are identified
to be groomed. When there are 6 inches or more of snow covering these trails they would be open to
OSV use. Snow trail grooming for OSV use would occur on all of these trails only when there are 18
or more inches of snow on the ground. Groomed trail systems would be located in the following
areas: Ashpan, Bogard, Fredonyer, Jonesville, Morgan Summit, and Swain Mountain.

Table 4. Comparison of miles of groomed trail under current management and proposed action (miles)

OSV Area Current OSV Management Proposed Action
Ashpan* 41 41
Bogard 26 26
Fredonyer 44 44
Jonesville 62 62
Morgan Summit 60 60
Swain Mountain 91 91
Total 324 324

*Includes 3 miles of groomed snow trail within the Latour State Forest trail system that are located on National Forest System
land and accessible from the Ashpan area.
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The grooming season generally begins in mid-December and continues through March. Start and stop
times vary per trail location and are dependent upon the presence and depth of snow. Snow trails are
prioritized for grooming based on visitor use. Grooming historically occurred several times per week.
As part of this proposal, the grooming frequency on priority trails would occur several times per week
and after major storms, typically between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. The total hours of trail grooming
that would occur at each site for an average season are shown in table 5.

Table 5. Summary of grooming operations on the Lassen National Forest

Grooming Location Annual Groomed Miles Annual Snowcat Hours Max Day Hours
Ashpan 1,743 249 12
Bogard and Fredonyer 5,076 680 12
Jonesville 2,222 420 25
Morgan Summit 900 300 12
Swain Mountain 660 94 12

Trails would be groomed to a minimum width of 10 feet and typically up to 14 feet wide. Trails
would be groomed up to 30 feet wide in the more heavily used areas such as near trailheads. Groomed
trail width is determined by variety of factors such as width of the underlying road bed, width of
grooming tractor, heavy two-way traffic on the trail, and trail corners. Trail width would not be
groomed beyond width of underlying roadbed. Where the terrain allows, main ingress and egress
trails that connect to the trailhead would be groomed to 18 feet wide or greater to facilitate the added
traffic.

Snowcats are operated at speeds in the range of 3 to 7 miles per hour. The vehicle is operated with
warning lights on at all times. The maximum hours of equipment operation is generally a 12-hour day
during peak season (table 5).

Trail grooming would be conducted in accordance with the 1997 Snowmobile Trail Grooming
Standards set by the California Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR) Division, as
follows:

e Operators shall be trained and directed by a grooming coordinator.
e Identify hazards in advance of grooming, preferably in autumn before snow falls.

e Typical grooming season is from December to March. Operate the snow tractor on approved
designated trails only. Maintain a 10-foot vertical clearance from potential obstructions.

e Limit grooming speeds to between 3 to 7 miles per hour.
e Groom trails to a minimum of 10 feet wide with a typical width of 10 to 14 feet.

The California OHMVR Division’s snowcat fleet is subject to emission regulation by the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) as off-road equipment. The CARB sets an emission limit for the
vehicle fleet as a whole rather than for individual pieces of equipment. Based on the total horsepower
of the vehicle fleet, and the model and year of the individual equipment within the fleet, CARB
determines how much horsepower per year must be repowered, retrofitted, or retired. The California
OHMVR Division then determines what modifications to make to its fleet in order to satisfy CARB
requirements.
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Designation of Areas

Subpart C of the Travel Management Regulations defines an area as, “a discrete, specifically
delineated space that is smaller, and, except for OSV use, in most cases much smaller, than a Ranger
District.” The proposed action would designate areas on the Lassen National Forest where off-trail
cross-country OSV uses would be allowed when there are 12 or more inches of snow on the ground.
These areas total approximately 947,120 acres. These areas are located in any part of the Lassen
National Forest where OSVs are not otherwise prohibited.

Prohibited OSV Use

The proposed action would continue existing prohibitions on OSV use on approximately

173,260 acres of NFS land and add new OSV use prohibitions on approximately 29,650 acres. These
new prohibitions would apply to areas below 3,500 feet and in the Black Mountain RNA (table 6).
Existing OSV prohibitions in Wilderness areas and in areas designated in the Forest Plan as
Recommended Wilderness, Semi-primitive Non-motorized, and Research Natural Areas that currently
have the force of law, regulation, or policy and would continue to exist. Combined with Areas where
motorized vehicles are currently prohibited by law, regulation, or policy, OSV use would be
prohibited on a total of approximately 202,900 acres.

Table 6. Areas where OSV use would be prohibited by the proposed action (acres*)

OSV-Prohibited Area Current Proposed
Management Action
Below 3,500 feet Outside of Semi-primitive Non-motorized and 0 29,130
Wilderness
Black Mountain Research Natural Area 0 520
Caribou Wilderness 20,830 20,830
Chips Creek Semi-primitive Non-motorized 18,320 18,320
Cinder Butte Semi-primitive Non-motorized 13,700 13,700
Cub Creek Research Natural Area 4,090 4,090
Eagle Lake Osprey Management Area 1,670 1,670
Heart Lake Recommended Wilderness 8,620 8,620
Ishi B Semi-primitive Non-motorized Outside of Ishi Wilderness 13,700 13,700
Ishi Wilderness 40,910 40,910
Keddie Ridge Semi-primitive Non-motorized 3,490 3,490
Mill Creek Recommended Wilderness 7,710 7,710
Onion Springs Semi-primitive Non-motorized 1,080 1,080
Prospect Semi-primitive Non-motorized 2,610 2,610
Snow Mountain Semi-primitive Non-motorized 700 700
Thousand Lakes Wilderness 16,570 16,570
Unnamed Minimal Management Area in the vicinity of Butt Mountain 1,660 1,660
Unnamed Minimal Management Area in the vicinity of Hat Creek Rim 12,740 12,740
Wild Cattle Mountain Recommended Wilderness 4,890 4,890
Total OSV-Prohibited Area 173,260 202,900

*All estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest 10 acres.
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OSV use is currently prohibited on six trails and trail systems on the Lassen National Forest. The
proposed action would continue these prohibitions (table 7).

Table 7. NFS trails where OSV use would be prohibited by the Proposed Action (miles on the Lassen
National Forest)

Trail/Trail System Current Management Proposed Action
Pacific Crest Trail 106 106
Colby Mountain Cross-country Ski Trails 6 6
McGowan Lake Cross-country Ski Trails 5 5
Biz Johnson Trail from Susanville to Westwood Junction 17 17
Lake Almanor Recreation Trail 9 9
Eagle Lake Trail 5 5
Total 148 148

Distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest mile.
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Alternative 3

This alternative addresses the non-motorized recreational experience significant issue. It includes the
components of the modified proposed action, as described above, but with the following additions.

Prohibit OSV use in the following areas:

McGowen (9,940 acres)

o OSV use would be allowed on designated OSV trail on the west boundary of this
area.

Colby Mountain (4,400 acres)
Lake Almanor (1,980 acres)
Eagle Lake Addition (1,640 acres)

Prohibit OSV use in two additional areas, but allow OSV use restricted to designated trails within
these areas:

e Butte Lake Area (30,800 acres)

o OSV use restricted to trail only on 22 miles of snow trail
e Fredonyer-Goumaz/Willard Hill Area (19,670 acres)

o OSV Use restricted to trail only on 13 miles of snow trail

This alternative also includes a 12-inch minimum snow depth for cross-country OSV use, an 18-inch
minimum snow depth for grooming and a 6-inch minimum snow depth for OSV use on underlying
roads or trails. OSV use on roads with at least 6 inches of snow would be allowed on a limited basis
on specific, identified routes in order for OSVs to access higher terrain and legal snow levels when
snow depths are less than 12 inches, as long as this use does not cause visible damage to the
underlying surface and can be readily enforced.

Project design features and monitoring listed in the next section would apply to this alternative. In
addition, the following project design features would also be implemented:

e Education on responsible practices, trail restrictions, or separations to reduce conflicts.

This alternative would groom the same snow trails for OSV use as the modified proposed action. This
alternative is summarized in table 8 through table 11 and shown on the map in figure 4.
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Table 8. Summary comparing current OSV management with the modified proposed action and
alternative 3 for the management of OSV use on the Lassen National Forest

OSV Management Current OSV Proposed Action | Alternative 3
Management Designations Designations
National Forest System (NFS) Lands within the 1,150,020 1,150,020 1,150,020

Lassen National Forest (Acres)
OSV Use Allowed:

e OSV Areas (Acres) 976,760 947,120 878,690
e Snow Trails (NFS Trail Miles) 406 406 406
o OSV Use Restricted to Designated 0 0 35
Snow Trails Trails (Miles)*
=  Butte Lake — Designated Snow 0 0 22
Trails — OSV Use Allowed (Miles)
=  Fredonyer-Goumaz/Willard Hill 0 0 13

Designated Snow Trails — OSV
Use Allowed (Miles)

OSV Use Prohibited:

e Total Area (see table 10) (Acres)** 173,260 202,900 271,330

e Below 3,500 Feet in Elevation Included in 0 29,130 29,130
Above Total (Acres)

e Black Mountain RNA Included in Above 0 520 520
Total (Acres)

e McGowan — Cross-country OSV Use 0 0 9,940
Prohibited (Acres)

e  Colby Mountain — Cross-country OSV Use 0 0 4,400
Prohibited (Acres)

e Lake Almanor — Cross-country OSV Use 0 0 1,980
Prohibited (Acres)

e Eagle Lake Addition (Acres) 0 0 1,640

e Non-motorized Trails (see table 11) (Miles) 148 148 148

OSV Use Prohibited Except on Designated Snow
Trails (Acres)**

e Butte Lake — Cross-country OSV Use 0 0 30,800
Prohibited (Acres)
e  Fredonyer-Goumaz/Willard Hill — Cross- 0 0 19,670
country OSV Use Prohibited (Acres)
Minimum Snow Depth for OSV Use on Snow Trails 12 6 on a limited 6 on a limited
Designated for OSV Use (Inches) basis basis
Minimum Snow Depth for Off-trail, Cross-country 12 12 12

OSV Use (Inches)

*Area estimates include acres in OSV restricted areas where cross-country OSV use would be prohibited and assume an
average OSYV trail width of 14 feet.

**Includes areas in which OSV use would be restricted to designated OSV trails.
All area size and trail distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest 10 acres or nearest mile.
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Table 9. Summary comparing current groomed OSV trails with the modified proposed action and
alternative 3 for the grooming of OSV trails on the Lassen National Forest

OSV Management Current OSV Modified Alternative
Management Proposed Action 3
Total Groomed Trail System (Miles)* 324 324 324
Minimum Snow Depth for Snow Trail Grooming to 18 12** 18
Occur (Inches)
Grooming Season 12/26 - 3/31 12/26 — 3/31 12/26 — 3/31

*Included in the miles of trail over which OSV use is allowed in table 1.

**The proposed action has been modified to be consistent with the state grooming standard which states, “Begin grooming
when the snow depth is at least 12 to 18 inches” (OSV Program Draft EIR, Program Years 2010-2020 — October 2010,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division, page 2-12).

Distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest mile.

Table 10. Summary comparing current management with areas where OSV use would be prohibited
under the modified proposed action and alternative 3 (acres)

OSV Prohibited Area Current OSV Proposed Action Alternative 3
Management Designations Designations

Below 3,500 feet Outside of Semi- 0 29,130 29,130
primitive Non-motorized and
Wilderness
Black Mountain Research Natural Area 0 520 520
McGowan 0 0 9,940
Colby Mountain 0 0 4,400
Lake Almanor 0 0 1,980
Eagle Lake Addition 0 0 1,640
Butte Lake* 0 0 30,800
Fredonyer-Goumaz/Willard Hill* 0 0 19,670
Caribou Wilderness 20,830 20,830 20,830
Chips Creek Semi-primitive Non- 18,320 18,320 18,320
motorized
Cinder Butte Semi-primitive Non- 13,700 13,700 13,700
motorized
Cub Creek Research Natural Area 4,090 4,090 4,090
Eagle Lake Osprey Management Area 1,670 1,670 1,670
Heart Lake Recommended Wilderness 8,620 8,620 8,620
Ishi B Semi-primitive Non-motorized 13,700 13,700 13,700
Outside of Ishi Wilderness
Ishi Wilderness 40,910 40,910 40,910
Keddie Ridge Semi-primitive Non- 3,490 3,490 3,490
motorized
Mill Creek Recommended Wilderness 7,710 7,710 7,710
Onion Springs Semi-primitive Non- 1,080 1,080 1,080
motorized
Prospect Semi-primitive Non-motorized 2,610 2,610 2,610
Snow Mountain Semi-primitive Non- 700 700 700
motorized
Thousand Lakes Wilderness 16,570 16,570 16,570
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OSV Prohibited Area Current OSV

Proposed Action Alternative 3

Management Designations Designations
Unnamed Minimal Management Area 1,660 1,660 1,660
in the vicinity of Butt Mountain
Unnamed Minimal Management Area 12,740 12,740 12,740
in the vicinity of Hat Creek Rim
Wild Cattle Mountain Recommended 4,890 4,890 4,890
Wilderness
Total OSV Prohibited Area 173,260 202,900 271,330

*Area estimates include acres in OSV restricted areas where OSV use would be prohibited and assume an OSV trail width of

14 feet.

All area estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest 10 acres.

Table 11. Summary comparing current management with NFS trails where OSV use would be prohibited
under the modified proposed action and alternative 3 (miles on the Lassen National Forest)

Trail/Trail System

Current OSV

Proposed Action Alternative 3

Management

Pacific Crest Trail 106 106 106
Colby Mountain Cross-country Ski Trails 6 6 6
McGowan Lake Cross-country Ski Trails 5 5 5
Biz Johnson Trail from Susanville to Westwood 17 17 17
Junction

Lake Almanor Recreation Trail 9 9 9
Eagle Lake Trall 5 5 5
Total 148 148 148

Distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest mile.
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Figure 4. Map of alternative 3 — 36 CFR 212 Subpart C Designations
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Alternative 4

This alternative addresses the motorized recreational experience significant issue. It is the same as the
proposed action except for the following changes:

e Allow winter OSV motorized recreation use and trail grooming when uncompacted snow
depths equal or exceed 12 inches. Exceptions are allowed on designated OSV trails overlaying
existing paved, dirt, and gravel National Forest System roads and trails in order for OSVs to
access higher terrain and legal snow levels when snow depths are less than 12 inches, as long as
this use does not cause visible damage to the underlying surface. However, a 12-inch minimum
snow depth of uncompacted snow will be required for OSV trail grooming activities and cross-
country OSV use.

e Allow OSV use below 3,500 feet, when there is adequate snow depth, as described above.

e Prohibit cross-country OSV use in the entire area from SH36 up SR89 to Lassen Volcanic
National Park and across McGowan Lake Road to NFS road 31N17 with one exception:

o Within this OSV prohibited area, designate for OSV use the trail from the intersection
of 30N16 (McGowan Lake Road) and 30N16C to allow OSV use from this
intersection west out to the 31N17 road. Therefore, OSV use would be restricted to
only this designated OSV trail within this area.

This alternative would groom the same snow trails for OSV use as the modified proposed action. This
alternative is summarized on table 12 through table 15 and shown in figure 5.
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Table 12. Summary comparing current OSV management with the proposed action and alternative 4 for
the management of OSV use on the Lassen National Forest

OSV Management Current OSV | Proposed Action Alternative 4
Management Designations Designations
National Forest System (NFS) Lands within the 1,150,020 1,150,020 1,150,020

Lassen National Forest (Acres)
OSV Use Allowed:

e OSV Areas (Acres) 976,760 947,120 966,270
e Snow Trails (NFS Trail Miles) 406 406 408
o OSV Use Restricted to Designated 0 0 2

Snow Trails (Miles)*

= McGowan Designated Snow 0 0 2
Trails — OSV Use Allowed (Miles)

OSV Use Prohibited:

e Total Area (see table 14) (Acres)** 173,260 202,900 183,750
e Below 3,500 Feet in Elevation Included in 0 29,130 0
Above Total (Acres)
e Black Mountain RNA Included in Above 0 520 520
Total (Acres)
e OSV Use Restricted to Designated OSV 0 0 9,940
Trails (Acres)**
o McGowan — Cross-country OSV Use 0 0 9,940
Prohibited (Acres)
Minimum Snow Depth for OSV Use on Snow Trails 12 6 on a limited Dependent on
Designated for OSV Use (Inches) basis snow conditions.

No restrictions
with 6 or more
inches on trails
identified for
grooming.

Minimum Snow Depth for Off-trail, Cross-country 12 12 12
OSV Use (Inches)

*Area estimates include acres in OSV restricted areas where cross-country OSV use would be prohibited and assume an
average OSV trail width of 14 feet.

**Includes areas in which OSV use would be restricted to designated OSV trails.
All area size and trail distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest 10 acres or nearest mile.

Table 13. Summary comparing current groomed OSV trails with the modified proposed action and
alternative 4 for the grooming of OSV trails on the Lassen National Forest

Note: Distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest mile.

OSV Management Current OSV Proposed Action | Alternative 4
Management
Total Groomed Trail System (Miles)* 324 324 324
Minimum Snow Depth for Snow Trail Grooming to 18 12** 12
Occur (Inches)
Grooming Season 12/26 — 3/31 12/26 — 3/31 Discretion of
groomer

*Included in the miles of trail over which OSV use is allowed in table 1.

**The proposed action has been modified to be consistent with the state grooming standard which states, “Begin grooming
when the snow depth is at least 12 to 18 inches” (OSV Program Draft EIR, Program Years 2010-2020 — October 2010,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division, page 2-12).
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Table 14. Summary comparing current management with areas where OSV use would be prohibited
under the modified proposed action and alternative 4 (acres)

Note: All area estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest 10 acres.

OSV Prohibited Area Current OSV Proposed Action Alternative 4
Management Designations Designations

Below 3,500 feet Outside of Semi-primitive Non- 0 29,130 0
motorized and Wilderness
Black Mountain Research Natural Area 0 520 520
McGowan* 0 0 9,940
Caribou Wilderness 20,830 20,830 20,830
Chips Creek Semi-primitive Non-motorized 18,320 18,320 18,320
Cinder Butte Semi-primitive Non-motorized 13,700 13,700 13,700
Cub Creek Research Natural Area 4,090 4,090 4,090
Eagle Lake Osprey Management Area 1,670 1,670 1,670
Heart Lake Recommended Wilderness 8,620 8,620 8,620
Ishi B Semi-primitive Non-motorized Outside of 13,700 13,700 13,700
Ishi Wilderness
Ishi Wilderness 40,910 40,910 40,910
Keddie Ridge Semi-primitive Non-motorized 3,490 3,490 3,490
Mill Creek Recommended Wilderness 7,710 7,710 7,710
Onion Springs Semi-primitive Non-motorized 1,080 1,080 1,080
Prospect Semi-primitive Non-motorized 2,610 2,610 2,610
Snow Mountain Semi-primitive Non-motorized 700 700 700
Thousand Lakes Wilderness 16,570 16,570 16,570
Unnamed Minimal Management Area in the vicinity 1,660 1,660 1,660
of Butt Mountain
Unnamed Minimal Management Area in the vicinity 12,740 12,740 12,740
of Hat Creek Rim
Wild Cattle Mountain Recommended Wilderness 4,890 4,890 4,890
Total OSV Prohibited Area 173,260 202,900 183,750

*Area estimates include acres in OSV restricted areas where OSV use would be prohibited and assume an OSV trail width of
14 feet.

Table 15. Summary comparing current management with NFS trails where OSV use would be prohibited
under the modified proposed action and alternative 4 (miles on the Lassen National Forest)

Note: Distance estimates are approximate and are rounded to the nearest mile.

Trail/Trail System Current OSV | Proposed Action | Alternative
Management 4
Pacific Crest Trail 106 106 106
Colby Mountain Cross-country Ski Trails 6 6 6
McGowan Lake Cross-country Ski Trails 5 5 3
Biz Johnson Trail from Susanville to Westwood Junction 17 17 17
Lake Almanor Recreation Trail 9 9 9
Eagle Lake Trail 5 5 5
Total 148 148 146
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Project Design Features

We have developed the following project design features and mitigation measures to be used as
part of the implementation of all of the action alternatives. These features were developed to
reduce or eliminate adverse impacts from project activities and are incorporated as an integrated
part of each alternative. Project design features are based upon standard practices and operating
procedures that have been employed and proved effective in similar circumstances and
conditions. Project design features do not apply to the No Action alternative because no project
activities are proposed under this alternative; no changes would be made to the existing system of
OSV trails or areas in the planning area under the No Action alternative. However, continuing
current management under the No Action alternative would include the use of standard operating
procedures and best management practices for routine OSV trail grooming and maintenance of
the current OSV trail and area system.

Forest Service National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management on National
Forest System Lands, \Wblume 1 National Core BMP Technical Guide (BMPs, USDA Forest
Service 2012) applicable to OSV use would be implemented under any of the action alternatives.

Recreation
e Coordinate timing of trail grooming to minimize impact on recreation experiences

e Configure OSV system to minimize impact on other resource values.

e As staffing and funding allows, consider areas where additional signage along the Pacific
Crest Trail may be needed to enhance wayfinding for winter users. Agency signage
procedures would be followed. As a guideline, ensure trail markers are at eye level
(approximately 40” above average maximum snow depth).

e All action alternatives would include identification of the Pacific Crest Trail on the Over-
snow Vehicle Use Map.

e Consider areas where antler shed gathering is popular and/or concentrated and if there is
a need to implement seasonal OSV use restrictions or changes in management to provide
for this recreational opportunity.

Soil and Water Resources

e Spill containment equipment shall be available at the facilities where grooming
equipment is re-fueled.

o Designate specified equipment maintenance and refueling sites and ensure that they are
located on gentle slopes, on uplands, and outside of Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAS)
and sensitive terrestrial wildlife habitats.

e Grooming shall not occur when the ground surface is exposed and soil damage or rutting
could occur. The operator shall consider recent, current, and forecasted weather and snow
conditions to ensure these conditions are met.

e Design and maintain all stream crossings and other instream structures to provide for
passage of flow and sediment, withstand expected flood flows, and allow free movement
of resident aquatic life.

e Prohibit OSV use and grooming in wetlands unless protected by at least 1 foot of packed
snow or 2 inches of frozen soil, unless there is no other practicable alternative. If OSV
trails must enter wetlands, use bridges or raised prisms with diffuse drainage to sustain
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flow patterns. Set crossing bottoms at natural levels of channel beds and wet meadow
surfaces. Avoid actions that may dewater or reduce water budgets in wetlands.

e Adhere to Best Management Practices related to Over Snow Vehicle Use from the 2012
USFS National Core BMP Technical Guide and the 2011 Region 5 Soil and Water
Conservation Handbook

Aquatic Species and Habitat
e Prohibit OSV use on unfrozen lakes, reservoirs, ponds and any other open surface water.

Terrestrial Wildlife

o Use the results of annual inventory and monitoring efforts for threatened, endangered and
sensitive species (northern spotted owl, California spotted owl, northern goshawk, bald
eagle) to determine proximity of known nesting or roosting sites to designated OSV trails.

e Astime and funds allow, develop a public outreach program as part of this project to raise
public awareness of winter wildlife habitat, wildlife behavior, and ways to minimize user
impacts.

Botany

e Provide public education for invasive species and encourage cleaning of over-snow
vehicles, towing vehicles, and trailers prior to entering public lands to remove dirt,
debris, plant parts, and material that may carry weed seeds.

Administration, Enforcement and Public Safety

e Designated OSV use areas or OSV trails may be temporarily closed by the Forest for
other types of management activities such as contracted timber or vegetation
management or other resource concerns.

e Designated OSV use areas or OSV trails may be temporarily closed by the Forest if
unacceptable adverse impacts are occurring; a public safety hazard is revealed or other
site-specific need by authorization of the Forest Supervisor.

o Groomed trails are closed to wheeled vehicle use from December 26 through March 31.

e Encourage public awareness and education regarding locations of non-motorized trails or
areas where OSV use is prohibited; consider additional signage or other methods to
minimize OSV encroachment in these areas.

Monitoring

Once a decision is made on OSV use designation via the record of decision, the implementation
phase would begin. We anticipate that an implementation plan, with a monitoring component,
would be developed at that time.

The Forest Service has an obligation to monitor the effects of OSV use as required by Subpart C
of the Travel Management Rule. Furthermore, as an ongoing part of our State-funded OSV
program, California State Parks provides funding to the Forest Service to monitor our trail
systems for evidence of OSV trespass into closed areas, OSV use near or damage of sensitive
plant and wildlife sites, and low snow areas subject to erosion concerns.
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Monitoring that will occur during implementation of any alternative includes effectiveness
monitoring, based on available resources. The highest priority for monitoring will ensure that:

1. Resource damage is not occurring when there is less than the prescribed minimum snow
depth (depending on alternative) with certain exceptions as described in the alternative
descriptions above. Snow depths measurement locations and techniques would be
developed using an interdisciplinary team approach and would consider terrain, season,
proximity to sensitive areas, and resource damage criteria.

2. Where resource damage is suspected due to OSV use in less than the prescribed
minimum snow depth, monitoring would occur to help inform the line officer if damage
is occurring, the extent of the damage, and what steps need to be taken to address the
issue.

3. OSV use is not damaging sensitive resource locations, in consultation with forest
biologists. In particular:

e Monitor OSV use in the white bark pine stand on Burney Mountain to determine if
damage is occurring. If adverse impacts are observed, changes in management of
OSV use would be considered, or other appropriate protective measures taken, in
consultation with a forest botanist. Considerations will include prohibiting cross-
country OSV use in this area.

e Monitor OSV use in designated Forest Plan botanical Special Areas to determine if
damage is occurring. If adverse impacts are observed and it is determined that OSV
use in these areas is not compatible with the intended focus of these areas, per each
special area's management plan, changes in management of OSV use would be
considered, or other appropriate protective measures taken, in consultation with a
forest botanist. Considerations will include prohibiting cross-country OSV use in
these SIAs or restricting OSV use to designated routes only.

e Monitor OSV use in sensitive wildlife habitats, in consultation with the forest
biologist, to determine if adverse impacts are occurring. If adverse impacts are
observed, changes in management would be considered in consultation with the
forest biologist.

e Monitor water quality in spring snowmelt periodically at specified locations, in
consultation with the forest hydrologist and aquatic biologist, to determine potential
impacts of OSV exhaust on water quality. If adverse impacts are observed, changes in
management of OSV use would be considered, or other appropriate protective
measures taken, in consultation with a forest botanist.

4. OSV use is not occurring in prohibited areas.

5. OSV use restricted to designated routes is not encroaching outside the trail corridor.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

1. Consider providing more flexibility in the beginning and
ending dates for grooming

The proposed action states that grooming “generally begins in mid-December and continues

through March. Start and stop times vary per trail location and are dependent upon the presence

and depth of snow. Snow Trails are prioritized for grooming based on visitor use.” These dates are
consistent with the previous summer travel management decision (Travel Management Rule
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Subpart B) on the Lassen National Forest and allow for passenger vehicle access through mid- to
late-December for visitors with Christmas tree permits. There is a safety concern with allowing
grooming activities on roads with passenger vehicles. This suggestion would increase conflicts
between classes of vehicles, would increase the overall cost of the grooming program and would
conflict with the existing summer travel decision. For these reasons, this suggestion was
dismissed from further detailed analysis.

2. Ensure OSV use designations avoid municipal watersheds
There are no designated municipal watersheds in the project area.

3. Ensure size of areas designated for OSV use are consistent
with the definition of areas as described in the Travel
Management Rule; they should be smaller than Ranger
Districts and they should be established using the
minimization criteria

We considered this suggestion and have modified the proposed action to address it (Alternative 2,
Modified Proposed Action).

4. Prohibit OSV use in a 2.5 mile radius around the SW
Visitor’'s Center of Lassen Volcanic National Park

Currently, there is no OSV use allowed within a 2.5-mile radius of the SW Visitors’ Center. A
review of the map of Lassen \Wlcanic National Park shows the SW Visitors’ Center approximately
1 mile inside the park boundary. No OSV use is allowed within the park boundary. Outside the
park boundary, OSV use is prohibited by the Forest Service for at least 1.5 additional miles from
the SW visitors’ center. For these reasons, this suggestion was dismissed from further detailed
analysis.

5. Use a universal minimal snow depth for the proposal and/or
modify the proposed 6-inch minimum snow depth for OSV use
on Forest Service roads. The identification of varying snow
depths for different uses or areas, as described in the proposed
action can be confusing to the public and difficult to enforce,
particularly the 6-inch depth for OSV trails overlaying roads, and
could lead to increased probability of OSV use off-trail in these
areas

We considered this suggestion and have modified the proposed action to include a 12-inch
minimum snow depth for cross-country OSV use and for grooming, as described in the next
section (page 23).
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6. Remove any minimum snow depth requirement on existing
roads; OSVs do not impact roads and the operator should be
allowed to decide whether he or she can safely travel on
minimal snow to access the backcountry where deeper snow
exists

We recognize that flexibility is important for OSV use on roads in order to provide the ability for
users to access deeper snow areas in times of less than 12 inches of snow; this is a component of
the Modified Proposed Action. It is also perhaps better addressed by the greater flexibility
provided by the minimum snow depth component of Alternative 4, as described in the next
section (page 23).

7. Modify the minimum snow depth for cross-country OSV use
to 10 inches instead of 12 inches. Also consider that 6 or 8
inches of snow is adequate when there is a good crust of
snow or if the area is flat

Based on input from the resource specialists on our interdisciplinary team, their review of
available literature, professional judgment and consultation with other agency professionals, 12
inches of snow was deemed to be the minimum depth of snow necessary to ensure adverse
resource impacts from cross-country OSV use do not occur. We consider 12 inches of
uncompacted snow to be the minimum necessary and the level that is adequate for OSV use to
occur, per Subpart C of the travel management rule. For this reason, a snow depth less than 12
inches for cross-country OSV use was not considered further.

8. Ensure flexibility in the requirement for minimum snow depths
and consider them guidelines instead. Flexibility is needed to
account for snow depths that are affected by variables such as
elevation, temperature, aspect, and snow melt

We considered this suggestion and have modified the proposed action to include a 12-inch
minimum snow depth for cross-country OSV use and the retention of some flexibility in the
application of snow depths on underlying roads. The minimum snow depth component of
Alternative 4 provides greater flexibility and addresses this concern, as described in the next
section (page 23).

9. Ensure that the process used to measure snow depth and
enforce minimum snow depths are equitable and that entire
areas are not closed to OSV use based on a snow depth
measurement taken at just one trailhead, for instance

We considered this suggestion and have developed monitoring measures to determine snow depth
measurement criteria and locations, using an interdisciplinary approach, which would apply to
any of the action alternatives.

10.Ensure monitoring and enforcement are part of the proposal

We agree that monitoring and enforcement are critical to the success of implementation. Overall
enforceability and administration of the alternatives will be considered as part of the engineering
analysis and documented, in a general sense, in chapter 3 of the EIS. Any alternatives considered
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in detail will be based on the assumption that they will be enforced. We have developed several
monitoring measures that would apply to implementation of all alternatives.

11.Modify the 18-inch minimum snow depth for grooming; it is
too restrictive. This depth is not mandated by the State’s
grooming program

We considered this suggestion and have modified the proposed action to include a 12-inch
minimum snow depth for cross-country OSV use, and for grooming, as described in the next
section.

We also considered the suggestion to remove any snow depth restriction on grooming activities
and to instead rely on the groomer operator to determine the necessary depth. Based on input
from the resource specialists on our interdisciplinary team, their review of available literature,
professional judgment and consultation with other agency professionals, 12 inches of snow was
deemed to be the minimum depth of snow necessary to ensure adverse resource impacts from
grooming and then subsequent use by OSVs does not occur. We consider 12 inches of
uncompacted snow to be the minimum necessary and the level that is adequate for OSV use and
grooming to occur, per Subpart C of the travel management rule. For this reason, a snow depth
less than 12 inches for cross-country OSV use and grooming was not considered further.

12.Increase the minimum snow depth requirement for off-trail
OSV use to 18 inches or, better, 24 inches

We considered this suggestion but disagree that a snow depth greater than 12 inches is necessary
to provide adequate snow cover for OSV use while still protecting forest resources. We have
conducted preliminary analysis with our interdisciplinary team to ensure that this snow depth is
adequate, based on the best available science, while still providing access for OSV use. For these
reasons, this suggestion was dismissed from further detailed analysis. However, the minimum
snow depth components of alternatives to the proposed action were developed to address certain
resource impacts in certain areas. Project design features have also been developed to ensure
resource impacts are minimized as well.

13.Include, in any action, a prohibition of recreational OSV travel
on or across open or flowing water

We considered this suggestion and agree this is a necessary project design feature to ensure
adverse impacts from OSV use on open or flowing water are minimized. This has been added to
the list of project design features that would apply to all action alternatives.

14.Eliminate the prohibition of OSV use in areas below 3,500 feet
in elevation and use minimum snow depth to guide use
instead
We considered this suggestion and recognize that the provision for ensuring 12 inches of snow are
on the ground before OSV use will be allowed could be used in areas below 3,500 feet, like it

would for the rest of the project area, as an alternative to prohibiting use based on this elevational
band. This is addressed by Alternative 4.
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15.Consider a suggestion for an alternative to the proposed
action with an emphasis on providing additional
opportunities for non-motorized users

We considered this suggestion and have developed Alternative 3 that will be included for detailed
analysis in the EIS. However, not all aspects of this suggested alternative are within the scope of
the analysis, as described below, and these specific components have been dismissed from further
detailed analysis:

e Designation of non-motorized trailheads to access non-motorized areas.

o The designation of non-motorized trailheads would not address the purpose
and need for action which is to provide a manageable, designated OSV
system of trails and Areas for public use within the Lassen National Forest,
that is consistent with and achieves the purposes of the Forest Service Travel
Management Rule at 36 CFR part 212, subpart C. Therefore this feature
would not be included in Alternative 3 to be analyzed in detail.

e Monitoring of ambient air quality and noise near trails, in trailheads, and in OSV areas
with heavy over-snow vehicle traffic.

o The monitoring of ambient air quality and noise is outside the scope of the
purpose and need for action, which is to provide a manageable, designated
OSV system of trails and Areas for public use within the Lassen National
Forest that is consistent with and achieves the purposes of the Forest Service
Travel Management Rule at 36 CFR part 212, subpart C. The Forest Service
has no regulatory jurisdiction over air quality or noise. There are no
standards which would allow the Forest Service to identify or enforce
prohibitions against unacceptable noise or air quality levels. These levels are
set by state law. The OSV Program Monitoring Checklist for the California
Department of Parks and Recreation, OHMVR Division, and U.S. Forest
Service does not include ambient air quality monitoring (California OSV
Program EIR, Program Years 2010-2020, Appendix C). Therefore this feature
will not be included in Alternative 3 to be analyzed in detail. The EIS,
however, will examine effects on air quality and noise from the proposed
action and alternatives to the proposed action, including the indirect effects
of changes in air quality and noise levels on forest resources.

e Transition to cleaner and quieter OSVs through encouragement of best available
technology (BAT) forest-wide to reduce air and noise pollution. Exception is in the
“Managed Shared Use” area where air quality and noise monitoring every five years will
determine whether mandatory BAT would be needed.

o The imposition of best available technology requirements is outside the
scope of the purpose and need for action, which is to provide a manageable,
designated OSV system of trails and Areas for public use within the Lassen
National Forest that is consistent with and achieves the purposes of the
Forest Service Travel Management Rule at 36 CFR part 212, subpart C. The
regulation of best available technology, whether only encouraged or
mandated, is outside the scope of this analysis. The Forest Service has no
regulatory jurisdiction over air quality or noise and there are no Forest
Service directives requiring the establishment of standards. Therefore this
feature will not be included in Alternative 3 to be analyzed in detail.
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e Nordic trail grooming.

O

Grooming of trails for non-motorized use would not address the purpose and
need for action which is to provide a manageable, designated OSV system of
trails and Areas for public use within the Lassen National Forest, that is
consistent with and achieves the purposes of the Forest Service Travel
Management Rule at 36 CFR part 212, subpart C. Therefore this feature
would not be included in Alternative 3 to be analyzed in detail.

o Granting of access rights to private lands.

O

Over-snow vehicle use that is specifically authorized under a written
authorization issued under Federal law or regulations is exempt from subpart
C designations (36 CFR 8261.14(e)). The granting or maintenance of such
access is outside the scope of the purpose and need for action, which is to
provide a designated system of trails and Areas for motorized over-snow
vehicle use within the Lassen National Forest that is consistent with and
achieves the purposes of the Forest Service Travel Management Rule at 36
CFR part 212, subpart C. Therefore this feature will not be included in
Alternative 3 to be analyzed in detail. Under the scope of this project, the
Forest Service would only designate routes under subpart C of the Travel
Management Rule that are available for public use. Therefore, designating
routes specifically for access to private lands, and not for public use, would
not fall within the scope of this analysis or subpart C of the Travel
Management Rule.

e Forest Plan amendments creating “Front-country Non-motorized,” “Backcountry
Solitude,” and “Managed Shared Use” management areas. The objectives of these
management areas are to “create a fair balance of recreational opportunity on the Lassen
National Forest,” and “protect opportunities for non-motorized recreation recognizing the
experience non-motorized users seek, and minimize impacts from OSVs on wildlife, the
environment, and other uses.”

O

No OSV use would be allowed in “Front-country Non-motorized” areas.
These areas would “protect non-motorized recreation opportunity in areas that
are easily accessed from plowed trailheads and roads and have a high degree
of non-motorized use. Restriction of OSVs is necessary to eliminate the
noise, toxic exhaust, disproportionate consumption of powder snow, trail
rutting, and other OSV impacts.”

OSVs would be restricted to designated OSV trails in “Backcountry
Solitude™ areas. These areas would “protect large areas for a quiet and remote
recreation experience in winter. These areas also protect sensitive species that
thrive only in relatively large areas with minimal human activity.”

OSVs would be restricted to designated OSV trails in “Managed Shared Use”
areas. These areas would “restrict OSV usage so that there can be meaningful
shared use of easily-accessible and popular areas. Meaningful shared use is
made possible by restricting OSVs to designated routes, establishing separate
trailheads, [gradually] restricting OSVs to cleaner and quieter machines,
imposing speed limits on shared-use trails, and other management tools.”

= Forest Plan amendments are not necessary to address the concerns the
commenter seeks to address, because implementation of Subpart C
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will result in areas and trails that are clearly designated for OSV use
and use inconsistent with those designations will be prohibited. The
Forest Plan does not directly restrict uses, and an amendment
establishing these management areas would have no immediate on-
the-ground effect on public uses. In addition, no Forest Plan
amendment is required to restrict or prohibit OSV use to achieve most
of the objectives of the commenter’s alternative in the identified areas.
(As discussed above for features 1 and 3, the creation of separate,
non-motorized trailheads and the transition to cleaner and quieter
OSVs through the encouragement of best available technology (BAT)
are outside the scope of the purpose and need and will not be included
in Alternative 3. This feature will therefore not be included in
Alternative 3 to be analyzed in detail. However, Alternative 3 will
include the restrictions on OSV use sought by the commenter for the
same geographic areas.

o Forest Plan amendment allowing the Forest Service to designate snow play areas.
“Designation of snow play areas allows for concentration of use in areas that are
appropriate for snow play and that have adequate parking, such as Willard Hill. Such
areas and their primary access routes should be closed to snowmobile traffic for safety
and other reasons.”

o AForest Plan amendment allowing the designation of snow play areas is
outside the scope of the purpose and need for action, which is to provide a
designated system of trails and Areas for motorized over-snow vehicle use
within the Lassen National Forest that is consistent with and achieves the
purposes of the Forest Service Travel Management Rule at 36 CFR part 212,
subpart C. A Forest Plan amendment would also not be necessary to address
the concern the commenter seeks to address, for the reasons explained above
in response to alternative component #6. Therefore this feature will not be
included in Alternative 3 to be analyzed in detail. However Alternative 3 will
include the restrictions on OSV use sought by the commenter for the Willard
Hill area.

16.Create a non-motorized corridor along the Pacific Crest
National Scenic Trail (PCT) of up to one-half mile on either
side; this will promote user safety, reduce conflicts
between motorized and non-motorized users, and ensure
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan for the Pacific
Crest National Scenic Trail and the National Trails System
Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-543). The Pacific Crest Trail and its
non-motorized corridor should be illustrated on Over-snow
Vehicle Use Maps

We acknowledge the importance of appropriate management of the PCT. However, the creation
of a non-motorized corridor along the PCT would not be within the scope of this project which is
to provide a manageable, designated OSV system of trails and Areas for public use within the
Lassen National Forest, that is consistent with and achieves the purposes of the Forest Service
Travel Management Rule at 36 CFR part 212, subpart C. Consideration of a non-motorized
corridor along the PCT is more appropriately addressed during the Forest Plan Revision process.
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All action alternatives include identification of the PCT on the OSVUM.

17.Designate OSV crossings of the Pacific Crest Trail, using the
same crossings as designated by wheeled motorized vehicles
shown on the subpart B Motor Vehicle Use Map.

The maximum frequency of OSV crossings is established in the Comprehensive Plan for the PCT

management plan. No crossings are allowed in the Primitive or Semi-Primitive Non-motorized

ROS classifications. However, on the Lassen, no OSV use is allowed in either of these ROS
classes and the proposed action and all alternatives are consistent with this crossing standard.

e For the remainder of the trail corridor in other ROS classes, the standard is a minimum of 1
crossing per ¥ mile, or more frequent, averaging over the entire length of PCT on the Forest.
GIS data shows 106 miles of PCT on the Forest. This would allow 212 OSV crossings. The
proposed action and alternatives would designate fewer than 212 OSV crossings of the PCT.

Therefore, current OSV management and the modified proposed action would be consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan for the PCT.

18.Segregate motorized and non-motorized user groups by
designating separate trailheads, separate trails and/or separate
areas. Designate specific areas as snowplay areas

We considered this suggestion and recognize that the motorized and non-motorized recreational
experience is an important concern to be considered for this analysis (see Significant Issues).

However, the development of new facilities such as new trailheads, new trails, or new snowplay
areas are outside the scope of this project. This analysis is focused on the designation of OSV use.
For this reason, this suggestion has been dismissed from further detailed analysis. However, we
agree that facility improvements or changes may be valuable and/or necessary in the future and
have added a section to the EIS called “Recommendations for Future Management.” As the
development of the alternatives for analysis continues, and the analysis is conducted, we will
ensure that possible changes related to facilities or other management considerations, are listed so
they can be considered by the decision maker for future management.

19.Ensure over-snow vehicle route density is below 1 mile per
square mile, that wolverine and Canada lynx are considered
and protected, that OSV use areas are discreet specified areas
that consider visual and acoustic barriers to ensure wildlife
habitat security

We considered this and several other suggestions and concerns related to terrestrial wildlife. We
consider terrestrial wildlife a non-significant issue for this analysis and will analyze effects on
wildlife in the EIS.

20.Create winter conservation plans for sensitive species

See the response above regarding the identification of terrestrial wildlife as a non-significant
issue for this analysis. Development of specific conservation plans for individual species,
however, is outside the scope of the analysis.
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21.Ensure OSV use is restricted in riparian areas, in streams and on
frozen lakes

We considered this suggestion and have developed a project design feature to prohibit OSV use
on open or flowing water. Minimum snow depth restrictions will also minimize OSV impacts in
riparian areas, streams, and frozen lakes. We have also added a monitoring measure to the
Modified Proposed Action to focus on monitoring OSV use on Eagle Lake and other priority
streams.

This concern is also addressed by Alternative 3.

22.Consider a suggestion for an alternative to the proposed
action with an emphasis on providing additional
opportunities for motorized users

We considered this suggestion and have developed Alternative 4 with the components of this
alternative included for detailed analysis in the EIS. However, not all aspects of this suggested
alternative are within the scope of the analysis, as described below, and have been dismissed from
further detailed analysis:

e This suggested alternative recommends designating several OSV trails that are
ungroomed but located within Areas where cross-country OSV use would be allowed by
the proposed action. Since these trails would be unmarked, ungroomed, and located in
areas where cross-country OSV use would be allowed, the agency sees no need to
designate them in the proposed action.

o Many of these ungroomed trails pass through lands not under Forest Service
jurisdiction or where Forest Service jurisdiction is uncertain (unknown if the
Forest Service has easements to allow public access on non-NFS land).
Establishment of Forest Service jurisdiction would be required for these trails
to be designated for OSV use under subpart C.

e The suggested alternative recommends the use of a minimum snow depth less than
12 inches for cross-country use and grooming. This was considered and the rationale for
dismissal from analysis is explained in more detail in other suggested alternatives listed
above.

e The suggested alternative recommends that the Pacific Crest Trail be managed for non-
motorized use only and to allow OSV use only in order to cross the trail. However,
because the PCT is difficult to distinguish in the winter, specific crossings should not be
designated when the trail is difficult to see and therefore OSVs should be allowed to
cross without restriction. This was considered but because the Comprehensive Plan for
the PCT requires that we identify and designate OSV crossings, we dismissed this
suggestion from detailed analysis.
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Comparison of Alternatives

Table 16. Summary comparison of alternatives

OSV Management Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4

National Forest System (NFS) Lands within the Lassen National

1,150,020 1,150,020 1,150,020 1,150,020
Forest (Acres)
OSV Use Allowed:
e OSV Areas (Acres) 976,760 947,120 878,690 966,270
e Snow Trails (NFS Trail Miles) 406 406 406 408
e OSV Use Restricted to Designated Snow Trails (Miles) 0 0 35 2
o Butte Lake — Designated Snow Trails — OSV Use 0 0 22 0
Allowed (Miles)
o McGowan Designated OSV Trails — OSV Use 0 0 0 5
Allowed (Miles)
o Colby Mountain Designated OSV Trails — OSV Use 0 0 0 0
Allowed (Miles)
o Lake Almanor Designated OSV Trails — OSV Use
. 0 0 0 0
Allowed (Miles)
o Fredonyer-Goumaz/Willard Hill Designated OSV 0 0 13 0
Trails — OSV Use Allowed (Miles)
OSV Use Prohibited:
e Total Area (Acres) 173,260 202,900 271,330 183,750
e Below 3,500 Feet in Elevation Included in Above Total 0 29.130 29,130 0
(Acres)
e Black Mountain RNA Included in Above Total (Acres) 0 520 520 520
e McGowan — Cross-country OSV Use Prohibited (Acres) 0 0 9,940 9,940
e  Colby Mountain — Cross-country OSV Use Prohibited 0 0 4,400 0
(Acres)
e Lake Almanor — Cross-country OSV Use Prohibited (Acres) 0 0 1,980
e Eagle Lake Addition (Acres) 0 0 1,640
e Trails (Miles) 148 148 148
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OSV Management Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
e OSV Use Restricted to Designated OSV Trails (Acres) 0 66,790 0
o Butte Lake — Cross-country OSV Use Prohibited 0 30.800 0
(Acres)
o Fredonyer-Goumaz/Willard Hill — Cross-country
OSV Use Prohibited (Acres) 0 19,670 0
Dependent on snow
conditions. No
Minimum Snow Depth for OSV Use on Snow Trails Designated for 6 on a limited - . restrictions with 6 or
OSV Use (Inches) 12 basis 6 on alimited basis more inches on trails
identified for
grooming
Minimum Snow Depth for Off-trail, Cross-country OSV Use (Inches) 12 12 12 12
Total Groomed Trail System (Miles) 324 324 324 324
Minimum Snow Depth for Snow Trail Grooming to Occur (Inches) 18 12 18 12
Grooming Season 12/26 — 3/31 12/26 — 3/31 12/26 - 3/31 Discretion of groomer

Table 17. Summary of comparison of alternatives by environmental effects (ranking alternatives averaged across indicators) (chapter 3)

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Transportation
and Engineering

Safety: Public Safety
& Traffic

The current Lassen
National Forest Winter
Recreation Guide map
provides adequate
information to maintain a
reasonable level of public
safety and avoid traffic
conflicts

The over-snow vehicle
use map would provide
adequate information to
maintain a reasonable
level of public safety and
avoid traffic conflicts; this
would also improve
understanding of allowed
uses and prohibitions.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2

Cost: Affordability

Minor effects due to over-
snow vehicle use for
access roads to popular

parking and staging areas.

Minor effects due to over-
snow vehicle use for
access roads to popular

parking and staging areas.

Minor effects due to over-
snow vehicle use for
access roads to popular
parking and staging areas.

Minor effects due to over-
snow vehicle use for
access roads to popular
parking and staging areas.

Lassen National Forest

43




Over-snow Vehicle Use Designation

Impacts

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Tansportation
and Engineering

Transportation
Property: Effects to

18” (grooming) and 12”
(OSV use) snow depth

12” (grooming) and 6”

18” (grooming), 12”
(general OSV use) and 6”

12” (grooming, general
OSV use) and 6” snow

(continued) Underlying NFS X . (OSV use) snow depth (OSV use on underlying depth requirements and
. requirement provides X ; -
Roads and Trails requirement provides routes) snow depth no visible damage on
more than adequate . ; . . .
rotection of underlying adequa.te protection of requirements pro_\/lde underlying routes provide
an ds underlying roads. adequate protection of adequate protection of
’ underlying roads. underlying roads.
Hydrology Effects to Water Negligible effects on water | Negligible effects on water | Negligible effects on water | Negligible effects on water
Quality quality quality quality quality
Heritage Effects to Cultural No adverse effect No adverse effect No adverse effect No adverse effect
Resources
Recreation
Recreation Recreation Consistent Consistent Consistent — with Consistent — with
Settings and Opportunity enhanced opportunities enhanced opportunities
Opportunities Spectrum/Consistency for non-motorized for motorized recreation

with ROS class

recreation experiences

experiences

Opportunities for
Motorized Winter
Uses/Acres and

Percent Change

976,760 acres open to
OSV use

947,120 acres open to
OSV use, a 3 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.

878,690 acres open to
OSV use, a 10 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.

966,270 acres open to
OSV use, a 1 percent
reduction from existing
conditions.

Opportunities for Non-
motorized Winter
Uses/Acres and
Percent Change

173,260 acres closed to
OSV use/

148 miles of trail closed to
OSV use

202,900 acres closed to
OSV use, a 15 percent
increase from existing
conditions

271,330 acres closed to
OSV use, a 36 percent
increase from existing
conditions.

183,750 acres closed to
OSV use, a 5 percent
increase from existing
conditions.

OSV Designations/
Miles and Percent
Change

406 miles designated/ 324
miles groomed

406 miles designated /
324 miles groomed

No change from existing
conditions.

406 miles designated/
324 miles groomed

No change from existing
conditions.

406 miles designated/
324 miles groomed

No change from existing
conditions.

Conflicts between
m